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THE  SECTION,  QUALITY,  AS  TRANSLATED  IN  II., 
HERE  COMMENTED  AND  INTERPRETED. 


DEFINITENESS  (QUALm). 

The  language  just  encountered  must  appear  very 
strange  to  the  uninitiated  English  reader,  and,  perhaps, 
he  may  be  inclined  to  attribute  the  circumstance  to 
imperfection  of  translation.  I.et  him  be  assured,  how- 
ever, that  ill  German,  and  to  the  Gorman  student  who 
approaches  Hegel  for  the  first  time,  the  strangeness  of 
tlie  initiatoiy  reception  is  hardly  less  repulsive  than  it 
has  just  proved  to  himself.  There  is  no  valid  reason 
for  despair,  then,  as  regards  intelligence  here,  because 
it  is  a tramlation  that  is  before  one,  and  not  the 
original.  To  due  endeavour,  the  Hegelian  thought 
will  gather  round  these  English  terms  quite  as  per- 
fectly, or  nearly  so,  as  round  their  German  equivalents. 
Comment  nevertheless  is  wanted,  and  will  facilitate 
jirogress. 

Bestimmen  and  its  immediate  derivatives  constitute 
much  the  largest  portion  of  the  speech  of  Hegel.  The 
reader,  indeed,  feels  for  long  tliat  with  Besiinwiung  and 
Bcstimnmmj  he  is  hestimmt  into  Unbe.stiiniiitheit ; and 
VOL.  II.  B 
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even  finds  himself,  perluips,  actually  cursing  this,  said 
Be.stimmung  of  Hegel  a.s  lu'artily  as  ever  Aristotle 
cui'sed  the  Idea  of  Plato.  Stimme  means  voice,  and  the 
aclion  of  lietftimmea  is  to  supply  voice  to  what  pre- 
viously had  none.  As  already  said,  then,  Hegel’s 
Be-stimniung  is  a sort  of  naming  of  Adam : it  is  a 
process  of  Logical  Determination — a process  in  which 
concrete  detenninatenc.ss,  or  determinate  concretion, 
grows  and  grows  in  oi’ganised  complexity  up  • from 
absolute  abstract  indeterminateness  or  from  absolutely 
indeterminate  abstraction  to  a consummate  Absolute. 
To  Hegel  what  is,  is  Tliought ; and  the  life  of  Thouglit 
can  only  be  Tx)gical  Detennination,  or  the  distinguish- 
ing (dijferentiatmg)  of  indefinite  abstraction  (the  begin- 
ning of  'riiought)  into  idliinate  concrete  definiteness 
(the  end  of  Thought)  by  means  of  the  operation  of  the 
faculties  of  Thought  (Simple  Apprehension,  Judgment, 
and  Ileason),  to  the  resolution  of  the  Begriff  (the  An 
nick,  the  indefinite  Universal)  through  the  Ur-theil  (the 
Fiir  sich,  the  separation  into  Particidars,mto  Many,  as 
against  One),  and  the  production  of  the  Sc/ditss  (the 
concrete  Singubir,)  which  is  the  All  of  Tliought, 
Thought  elevated  into  its  ultimate  and  complete  con- 
cretion as  tlie  absolute  Subject  (which  again  is  the 
ultimate  An  und  far  sich).—  This  is  a very  couijilete 
expre.ssion  for  the  industiy  of  Hegel. — Bestimmen,  then, 
is  to  develop  in  abstract  Thought  all  its  own  constitu- 
tive, consecutive,  and  co-articulated  members,  or  ele- 
ments, or  principles.  Be.dirnrnen  attaches  or  develops 
a Bestimmung,  and  produces  Bestiinndheit  Bestimmen 
is  to  be-voice,  to  vocify,  vocidate-,  render  articulate,  to 
defne,  determine,  or  distinguish  into  the  imjdied  coimti- 
tutive  variety  : even  to  accentuate  Avill  be  seen  to  involve 
the  same  function ; or  we  may  say  modulate,  then 
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modify — tliat  is,  dk~cern  into  modi — the  native  consti- 
tuent modi.  Bestimmen  is  tlie  reverse  of  generali.sa- 
tion ; in.stead  of  evolving  a summum  genus,  it  vwolvcs  a 
species  infima,  or  ratlier  an  individuum — not  indeed 
infunum,  but  summum.  Generalisation  throws  out  dif- 
ferentia’, Bestimmung  (specification,  singularisation) 
adds  them.  The  one  abstracts  from  diference  and 
holds  by  identity ; the  other  abstracts  from  identity  and 
holds  by  difference.  Bestimmen,  then,  is  to  produce, 
not  Ix)gical  Extension,  but  Logicsil  Comprehension 
{Inhalt),  Logical  Determination  ; it  adds  dillerentiai  or 
significates ; it  means  to  specify,  to  difiercntiatc,  to 
distinguish,  to  qualify,  characterise,  &c.,  or  more  gene- 
rally, just  to  define  or  determine.  Bestimmtheit  hiis 
the  sense  in  it  of  the  past  participle  : it  is  a differentia- 
tum,  sjiecificatim,  qualificatum — ^just  a Detenninate,  a 
Definite  in  general,  or  the  quality  of  determinateness 
and  definiteness ; hence  the  meanings  attached  by 
Hegel  himself  to  it  of  Form,  Product,  &c.,  and  of 
Element  when  that  word  signifies,  not  a constitutf/j//, 
but  a constitutes?  element.  Bestimmung  may  refer  to 
the  process  as  a whole,  but  it  generally  ap[)lies  to  .a 
resultant  member  of  this  proce.ss  : it  is  what  corre- 
sponds to  a predicate ; it  is  a significate,  a specificate,  a 
diflerentia,  &c. ; it  is  a jiroperty,  a ]icculiarity,  a spe- 
ciality, a particularity,  a quality;  it  is  a jirinciple,  a 
sign,  an  exponent,  a constituent,  and,  in  that  sense,  an 
element  al.so.  It  may  be  translated  character,  charac- 
teristic, article,  member,  modus,  determination,  defini- 
tion, trait,  feature,  dodge — even  icrinlie,  if  you  like. 
Tlien  looking  to  the  use  of  the  trait,  the  senses  tweation, 
destination,  &c.  are  brought  in.  Qualification  is  another 
very  useful  word  for  it,  and  so  likewise  are  function, 
factor,  term,  expression,  value.  Bestimmtheit,  then,  here 
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(in  the  text  before  us),  is  just  definiteness,  tangiblcness, 
reeognisableness — and  that  is  always  due  to  Quality. 

JJciiiff,  Scyn, — to  undei’stand  this  word,  abstract  fi-om 
all  particular  Being,  and  think  of  Being  in  general,  or 
of  tlie  absolute  generality  of  Being.  There  must  be  no 
sense  of  personality  attached  to  it,  iis  is  so  common  in 
England  ; nor,  indeed,  any  sense  of  anything.  The 
common  element  in  the  whole  infinite  chaos  of  all  and 
eveiything  that  is,  is  Being.  Seyn,  in  Germany,  often 
in  Hegel  himself,  means  the  abstraction  of  sensuous 
Imess : but  here  it  is  more  general  than  that ; it  is  the 
quality  of  h-ncss,  pur  et  simple ; it  brings  with  it  a 
sense  at  once  of  comprehensive  universality  and  of 
idtimate  princiide.  Carlyle  (‘  Frederick  the  Great,’ 
vol.  iii.  ]).  408)  says,  ‘ “ Without  Being,”  as  my  friend 
Oliver  was  wont  to  say,  “ Well-being  ” is  not  possibla”  ’ 
Cromwell  had  soldiers  and  other  concrete  materiel  in 
his  eye,  when  he  .said  Being  hGva still  put  as  Being, 
these  are  abstractly  juit.  In  hke  manner,  we  have  here 
just  to  ])ut,  not  soldiers,  &c.  only,  but  all  that  is, 
abstractly  as  Being.  It  refers,  in  fact,  to  the  absolutely 
abstract,  to  the  ab.solutely  generalised  thought  of  Being. 
In  short,  Being  as  Being  must  be  seen  to  be  a solid 
.simple  without  inside  or  outside,  centre  or  sides  : it  is 
just  to  be  taken  an  Him  selher,  absolutely  abstractly ; 
it  is  just  the  unit  into  which  all  variety,  being  reflected, 
has  disappeared  : it  is  the  an  sick  of  such  variety. 

The  meaning  of  Immediate,  Unmittelbar,  will  be  got 
by  practice : it  ju.st  me,ans  directly  present.  Anything 
seen,  felt,  &c.  is  immediate.  Being,  then,  is  just  what  is 
indefinitely  immediate  to  us.  It  (the  term  immediaU’) 
is  derived  from  the  Logical  use  of  it  a.s  in  Immediate 
Inferences,  i.e.  inferences  without  intermediate  proposi- 
tion. Kssentity  or  Essence,  Bh.'.™,  is  inner  or  true,  or 
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noumenal  Being  as  opposed  to  outer,  apparent,  sensuoas, 
or  plienomenal  Being.  It  is  the  j>Tinciple  of  what  is  or 
shows.  It  may  be  translated  also  Inbeimj,  or  Principial 
Beimj.  By  practice,  however,  the  Hegelian  Wesen  will 
attach  itself  even  to  Essence,  once  the  thought  is  seen. 
It  is  evident  that,  the  thought  of  pure  or  abstract  Seyyi 
beuig  realised,  there  is  no  call  for  any  reference  to  the 
thought  of  TFesen.  Absolutely  abstract  Being  seems 
self-substantial,  and  awakens  no  question  of  a whence  or 
whai ; it  is  thus  free  from  any  detenuination  which  it 
might  receive  by  being  related  to  Essence : in  this 
absolute  generalisation,  indeed,  8exjn  and  Bpsm  have 
coalesced  and  become  indistinguishable.  But  it  is  as 
oi)posed  to  Wesen  that  Seyn  acquires  the  sensuous 
shade  already  spoken  of.  In  that  contraposition,  Seyn 
is  phenomenal  show ; it  is  the  Seyxi  of  Wesen,  and  so 
outer,  and  very  outer — a palpable  ci'ust,  as  it  were, 
which  very  tangibly  is.  As  yet,  as  we  have  said,  our 
Seyn  is  the  abstraction  fx’om  all  that  is,  and  so  the 
common  element  of  all  that  is.  It  is  to  be  said  and 
seen,  also,  that  the  two  shades  of  Seyn  tend  to  run 
together,  for,  after  all,  each  at  last  only  im[)lies  imme- 
diacy to  consciousness. 

In  itself  [An  sich),  italicised,  means  in  itself  as  vir- 
tually, impliciter,  or  potentially  in  itself-,  it  is  the 
of  Aristotle.  At  the  end  of  the  fimt  jjaragraph, 
we  have  also  an  ‘ in  its  own  self’  which  is  not  italicised : 
this  is  a traaslation  of  the  peculiarly  Hegelian  German, 
an  Him  seller, — an  innovation  on  his  own  tongue  to 
which  Hegel  was  compelled  in  order  to  distinguish 
another  and  current  shade  of  meaning  which  might 
confuse  the  sense  he  wished  to  attach  to  an  sich.  An 
Him  seller,  in  fact,  imphes,  not  the  mere  latent  poten- 
tiality of  an  sich,  but  a certain  oi-ert  potentiality,  a 


Digitized  by  Google 


c 


TIIK  SFX'UET  OF  HEGEL. 


ccrUlin  niaiiifc-station,  a certain  actuality,  a certain 
assonance  to  tlie  Ari.stotelian  svrs\i)^eia.  Hegel  inti- 
mates that  mi  sich,  with  the  accent  not  on  sich,  but  on 
nn,  may  be  viewed  as  equivalent  to  an  ihni.  But  an 
Kick,  on  tlie  whole,  in  the  passage  referred  to,  has  taken 
on  a sliade  of  meaning  quite  peculiar  to  the  place. 
In  this  latter  case  what  is  an  ihni  is  to  be  regarded  as 
Sejm-fiir-Anderes,  and  so  outwardly  an  ihm  [in  it). 
Hegel  illustrates  the  meaning  here  by  the  common 
expressions,  there  is  nothiny  in  him  or  in  it,  or  there  is 
somethiny  in  that,  and  seems  to  see  implied  in  these  a 
certain  parallelism  or  identity  between  Avhat  is  latent 
in  itself,  and  what  is  overt  in  it.  The  addition  of  the 
selhst  or  selher  introduces  another  shade,  and  renders 
tlie  task  of  a translation  still  more  dilhcult ; for  in 
English  an  ihm  selher  is  in  itself  quite  as  much  as  nn 
sich.  To  separate  the  words,  as  in  the  first  German 
jihrase,  and  say  in  it  self,  would  be  hardly  allowable. 
Perhaps  the  plan  'actually  adopted  is  as  gootl  as  any ; 
that  is,  to  italicise  in  itself  when  it  stands  for  an  sich, 
and  to  leave  it  without  such  distinction,  or  write  it,  as 
here,  ‘in  its  own  self’  (also  without  italics),  when  it 
re])re.sciits  an  ihm  .sellsst  or  selher.  What  is  intended 
to  be  conveyed  by  the  te.xt  Seyn  an  ihm  selher.  Being 
in  its  own  self,  is  not  hard  to  make  out : it  just  means 
Being  a.s  (when  abstractly  thought)  it  Ls  there  before  us 
overtly  hi  its  own  self,  and  without  reference  to  another 
or  any  other.  /1/t  .sich,  then,  implies  potential  latency ; 
An  ihni  selher,  irrespective  selfness,  or  iiTCspective,  self- 
dependent  overtness ; and  An  ihm,  such  overtness  con- 
nected with  and  equivalent  to  such  latency.  Again, 
these  terms  will  occur  in  Hegel,  not  always  in  their 
technical  senses,  but  sometimes  with  various  .shades, 
and  very  much  as  they  occur  in  other  writers.  It  must 
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be  confe.ssocl,  indeed,  that  it  is  tliese  little  phrases  wliieh 
constitute  tlie  torment  of  everyone  who  attempts  to 
translate  Hegel,  yin,  for  example,  in  the  phrase  an 
ihm,  is  often  best  rendered  by  the  preposition  (a/,  yin, 
in  foct,  is  not  always  coincident  with  the  Engli.sh  in. 
An  denotes  proximity,  and  is  often  best  translated  by 
at  or  by  : nay,  in  all  of  the  three  phrases  above,  the 
substitution  of  at  or  by  for  in  will  help  to  illustrate  tlie 
contained  meaning.  Consider  the  plirase  ‘ Das  Seyn 
scheint  am  Wesen,’  which  we  may  translate,  tlie  The- 
nomenon  shows  in  the  Noumenon  ; w'ould  not  the  sense 
seem  to  be  more  accurately  conveyed  by,  the  Plie- 
nomenon  show's  by  the  Noumenon,  or  even  by,  the 
rhenomcnon  shows  at  the  Noumenon  ? When  an 
refers  to  overtness  or  manifestation,  then,  we  may 
translate  it  by. 

There-beiny  or  IJere-beiny  is  the  translation  of  Da- 
seyn,  and  is  an  unfortunate  necessity.  Existence  might 
have  answered  here ; but  E.xiste‘nce,  being  reserved  by 
Hegel  to  name  a much  later 'finding,  is  taken  out  of 
our  hands.  Wliat  a German  means  by  Dtm’yn  is, 
this  mortal  sojourn,  this  sublunary  life,  this  being  here 
below  ; and  wliat  Hegel  means  by  it,  is  the  scientific 
abstract  thought  implied  in  such  phrases.  It  is  tints 
mortal  state,  or  the  quaUty  of  sublunariness ; it  is 
existential  definiteness,  or  definite  existentiality,  and 
implies  reference  thus  to  another  or  others.  It  is 
determinate  Being,  — Here-being,  There-being,  Now- 
being, or,  best  perhaps,  5o-being  or  I'kat-haxng ; it 
is  the  quasi-permament  moment  of  Being  that  mani- 
fests itself  bctw'cen  Coming  to  be  and  Ceasing  to  be ; it 
is  the  to-be  (Seyn)  common  to  both  phrases  : and  this 
constitutes  the  perfectly  correct  abstract  description, 
or  thought  (the  notion),  of  every  single  Daseyn  or 
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Here-being,  or  So-being,  and  consequently  of  Daseyn, 
Here-being,  So-being,  a.s  sucli. 

Being-for-seJf  is  the  literal  rendering  of  FiirsicJmyn ; 
which,  indeed,  cannot  be  translated  otherwise.  It 
means  the  reference  of  all  the  constituents  of  an 
individuality,  of  a personality,  of  a self,  to  the  punctual 
unity  of  that  individuality,  or  personality,  or  self : it 
is  the  focus  in  the  draught  of  the  whole  huge  whirl- 
pool,— that  whereby  its  Many  are  One.  For,  how- 
ever, does  not  completely  render  Fiir.  The  German, 
when  much  intruded  on,  exclaims,  ‘ One  can  never 
be  Fiir  sich  here ! ’ Vowels  also  are  described  as 
letters  ■which  fiir  sich  sound,  consonants  not  so.  Fiir 
,vch,  then,  is  the  Latin  per  se  and  a little  more : it 
exprc.sses  not  only  independence  of  others,  but  occu- 
])ation  for  oneself  Were  a Voter,  when  asked, 
‘ Wliom  are  you  for?’  to  reply,  ‘For  myself,’  he 
Avould  convey  the  German  fir  midi.  That  is  fir  dch 
which  is  on  its  o'wn  account.  By  Fiirsidmeyn,  Being- 
for-self  then,  we  are  to  understand  a being  by  one’s 
own  self  and  for  one’s  own  self 

Generally,  in  reading  Hegel,  let  us  bear  both  the 
current  and  the  etymological  meanings  in  mind.  I’liat 
fiiite  is  literally  ended  or  limited,  infinite  unended  or 
unlimited,  must  not  be  lost  sight  of,  for  example. 
Finally,  I will  just  add  this,  that  almost  all  the 
technical  terms  of  Hegel  appear  in  Kant  also,  espe- 
cially in  his  ‘ Logic,’  Avhere  much  light  is  thrown  upon 
them  as  used,  not  by  the  latter  only,  but  by  the  former 
likewise. 
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CLLVPTER  I. 

BEING. 

A.  Pure  Being. — B.  Nothing. — C.  Becoming;  1.  Unity  of 
Being  and  Nothing. 

The  explanation  of  terms  which  wo  ha%’c  just  given 
seems  sufficient  for  the  above  sections  also ; and  we  may 
now  apply  ourselves  to  some  interpretation  of  the  par- 
ticular matter,  confining  our  attention  for  the  present 
to  what  of  text  precedes  liemark  1.  We  shall  rely 
upon  the  reader  perusing  and  re-perusing,  and  making 
himself  thoroughly  familiar  w'ith  all  he  finds  written 
in  the  paragraphs  indiaited. 

All  that  they  present  has  remained  hitherto  a 
universal  stumbling-block,  and  a matter  of  hissing,  we 
may  say  at  once,  to  the  whole  world.  Probably,  in- 
deed, no  student  has  ever  entered  here  without  finding 
himself  spell  bound  and  bewildered,  spell-bound  and 
bewildered  at  once,  spell-bound  and  bewildered  — if 
he  has  had  the  pertinacity  to  keep  at  them  and  hold 
by  them  — perhaps  for  years.  When  the  bewilder- 
ment yields,  however,  he  will  find  liimself,  it  is  most 
likely,  we  shall  say,  putting  some  such  questions  as 
the  following  : — 1.  What  has  led  Hegel  to  begin 
thus?  2.  What  does  he  mean  by  these  very  strange, 
novel,  and  apparently  senseless  statements  ? 3.  What 
can  be  intended  by  these  seemingly  silly  and  absurd 
transitions  of  Being  into  Nothing,  and  again  of  both 
into  Becoming  ? 4.  Wliat  does  the  whole  thing  amount 
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to  ; or  wliat  is  the  value  of  the  -whole  busineas  ? Tliese 
questions  being  satisfiictorily  answered,  perhaps  Ilegel 
Avill  at  last  be  found  accessible. 

1.  What  has  led  Hegel  to  begin  thus? — To  this  ques- 
tion, the  answer  is  brief  and  certain  : Ilegel  was  led 
to  begin  as  he  did  in  consequence  of  a profound 
consideration  *of  all  that  was  implied  in  the  Categorie.s, 
and  other  relative  portions  of  the  philosophy,  of 
Kant.  But  in  order  to  awaken  intelhgence  and  carry 
conviction  here,  it  is  obviously  incumbent  upon  us  to 
do  what  we  am  to  reproduce  the  probable  course  of 
Hegel’s  thinking  when  engaged  in  the  consideration 
alluded  to.  No  doubt,  for  a fuU  explanation,  there 
is  necessaiy  such  preliminary  exposition  of  the  in- 
dustry of  Kant  as  ha.s  been  spoken  of  as  likely  to 
follow  the  present  work  ; but,  pending  such  exposi- 
tion, we  hope  still  to  be  able  to  dc.«cribe  at  present 
Ilegel’s  operations,  so  far  as  Kant  is  concerned,  not 
unintelligibly. 

The  speculations  pecidiar  to  Hume  generally,  and 
more  especially  those  Avhich  bear  on  Causality,  consti- 
tute the  Grtindlage,  the  fundamen,  the  mother -matter 
of  the  products  of  Kant.  Now  in  this  relation  (of 
Causality)  there  are  two  terms  or  foctors,  the  one 
antecedent  and  the  other  consequent ; the  former  the 
canse,  and  the  latter  the  eflcct.  But  if  Ave  take  any 
cause  by  itself  and  examine  it  a priori,  Ave  shall  not 
find  any  hint  in  it  of  its  corrc.«ponding  eflect ; let  us 
consider  it  ever  so  long,  it  remains  self-identical  only, 
and  any  mean  of  tran-sition  to  another  — to  aught 
else  — is  undiscoverable.  But  again,  avo  are  no  wiser, 
.should  Ave  investigate  the  matter  a posteriori : that  the 
effect  folloAvs  the  cause,  Ave  .see  ; but  irhy  it  folloAvs — 
the  reason  of  the  following  — the  precise  mean  of  the 


Digitized  by  Google 


QUALITY  IXTURUKETED,  ETC. 


II 


nexus — tlic  exact  and  single  copula — tins  we  see  not 
at  all.  The  source  of  the  nexus  being  thus  uiulis- 
covcrable,  then,  whether  a priori  or  a posteriori,  it  is 
evident  that  causality  is  on  the  same  level  as  what  are 
called  Matters  of  and  that  it  cannot  pretend  to 

the  same  authorit}’  as  what  again  are  called  Relations 
of  Ideas.  Did  it  belong  to  these  latter  — examples  of 
which  arc  the  axioms  and  other  determinations  of 
Mathematic — it  would  be  both  necessary  and  intelliyildy 
necessary ; but  as  it  belongs  only  to  the  former  class, 
the  weight  of  its  testimony — its  valitlity  — can  amount 
to  probability  only.  That  a straight  line  is  the  shortest 
possible  from  any  here  to  any  there,  I see  t<j  be  uni- 
versidly  and  necessarily  true — from  Eelations  of  Ideas  ; 
but  that  wood  burns  and  ice  melts,  I see  to  be  true 
only  as  — Matters  of  Fact,  which  are  so,  but  might, 
so  far  as  any  reason  for  the  state  of  the  fact  is  con- 
cerned, be  otherwise  : they  are,  in  truth,  just  matters 
of  fact,  an<l  relations  of  ideas  do  not  exist  in  them. 
Matters  of  Fact,  then,  are  probable  ; but  Eelations  of 
Ideas  are  apodictic,  at  once  necessary  and  universal. 
Causality  now  belonging  to  the  foi’iner,  it  is  evident 
that  the  nexus  between  the  fire  and  the  burning  of 
wood  (say)  is  but  of  a probable  nature.  The  fire  burns 
the  wood,  I perceive  ; but  it  might  not : the  aflirir 
concerns  contingent  matter  only,  and  no  examination 
of  the  relation,  either  a/) We/’i  or  a posteriori,  can  detect 
any  reason  of  necessity.  Causality,  then,  as  presenting 
itself  always  in  matters  of  fact,  and  as  exhibiting 
neither  h priori  nor  a posteriori  any  relation  of  ideas, 
cannot  claim  any  authority  of  necessity.  then, 

when  I see  a cau,se,  do  I always  anticipate  the  cf- 
fc('t ; and  why,  when  I see  an  effect,  do  I always 
refer  to  a cause  ? Shut  out,  for  an  answer  here,  from 
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the  relations  of  ideas,  and  restricted  to  matters  of 
fact,  I can  find,  after  tlie  longest  and  best  consideration, 
no  ground  for  my  anticipation  but  custom,  habit,  or 
the  association  (on  what  is  called  the  law  of  the  Asso- 
ciation of  Ideas)  of  things  in  expectation  which  I have 
found  once  or  oftener  associated  in  fact-,  for  so  habitual 
becomes  the  association,  that  even  once  may  be  found  at 
times  to  sulSce. — Thus  far  Hume. 

But  now  Kant — wdio  has  been  much  struck  by  the 
curious  new  truths  so  ingeniously  .signalised  by  Hume, 
and  who  will  look  into  the  matter  and  not  shut  his  eyes, 
nor  exclaim  (as  simply  Eeid  did,  in  the  panic  of  an 
alarmed,  though  very  worthy  and  intelligent,  divine), 

‘ God  has  just  put  all  that  in  our  souls,  so  be  off  with 
your  sceptical  perplexings  and  perplexities  ’ — (Neither 
wdll  he  pragmatically  assert,  like  Brown,  Causality  is  a 
relation  of  an  invariable  antecedent  and  an  invariable 
consequent,  and  absurdly  think  that  by  the  use  and  not 
tlie  explanation  of  this  term  invariable  (which  is  the 
w’hole  problem)  he  has  satisfactorily  settled  all !) — now 
Kant,  who  is  neither  a Beid  nor  a Brown,  but  a man 
as  able  as  Hume  himself,  steps  in  and  says,  this  nexus 
suggested  by  you  (Hume)  between  a cause  and  its 
efTect,  is  of  a subjective  nature  only;  that  is,  it  is  a 
nexus  in  me,  and  not  in  them  (the  cause  and  the  effect) ; 
but  such  nexus  is  inadequate  to  the  facts.  That  this 
unsupported  paper  falls  to  the  ground — the  reason  of 
that  is  not  in  me  surely,  but  in  the  objects  themselves ; 
and  the  reason  of  my  expectation  to  find  the  same 
connexion  of  events  (as  between  iinsupported  paper 
and  the  ground)  is  not  due  to  something  I find  in  my- 
self, but  to  something  I find  in  them.  I cannot  inter- 
calate any  custom  or  habit  of  my  own  as  the  rea.son  of 
that  coimcxion.  I'nio,  as  you  say,  neither  a ja-iori 
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nor  a posteriori  can  I detect  the  ohjectivte  copula  ; and 
true  it  is  also  tliat  we  have  before  us  only  contingent 
matter  or  blatters  of  Fact : nevertheless,  the  nexus  is 
such  that  mere  custom  is  inadequate  to  explain  it.  The 
nexus  is  such,  indeed,  that  (a.s  Brown  might  say,  and 
did  say  a.s  against  Hume,  though  merely  jissertivcly 
and  so  that,  for  ultimate  answer,  he  simply  settled 
down  at  hist  in  Keid’s  answer,  to  which  one  would 
have  thought  from  all  his  fighting  he  was  diametrically 
opposed — ‘ the  will  of  the  Divdne  Being  ’)  it  introduces 
an  element  of  invariability,  and  custom  evidently  can- 
not reach  as  far  as  that ; so  that  the  question  remains, 
why  are  the  objects  invariably  connected  in  our  ex- 
pectation— whj’-,  in  short,  is  the  relation  of  causaUty  as 
necessary  and  as  universal  in  its  validity  as  any  axiom 
of  Mathematic,  as  any  one  of  those  vciy  Relations  of 
Ideas  from  which  it  has  but  this  moment  been  ex- 
pressly excluded  ? Every  change  {effect)  has  its  cause : 
this  is  a truth  of  no  probable  nature  ; we  say,  we  .see 
that  cork  floats,  but  it  might  not ; but  we  cannot  say 
we  see  that  change  has  its  cause,  but  it  might  not : on 
the  contraiy,  ive  feel,  we  know,  that  change  must — 
and  always — have  its  cause.  Now,  the  source  of  this 
Necessity  and  Universality — that  is  the  question,  and 
lie  where  it  may,  it  very  plainly  cannot  be  an  effect  of 
any  mere  subjective  condition  of  ourselves,  of  any  mere 
anticipation  through  habit.*  Hume  certainly  has  shut 
us  out — though  very  oddly  he  himself  (in  custom)  had 
recourse  to  such — from  all  a posteriori  sources ; for 


• It  w sufficiently  curious  to  pt'r-  Bcuujf  fancied  himself  to  be  say- 
ceivethatllrown,  when  he  said  ‘ t/i-  ing  something  against  Reid,  or 
vftnuble  connexion  w Cauvilitf/f  ntul  something  for  or  against  Hume — 
ice  know  all  the  eaaeii  of  mch  con-  or  just  fancied  himsidf  to  be  pliilo- 
nexion  h\j  the  will  of  the  Divine  sophising  indeed  I 
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wliatever  is  known  a pofsteriori,  or  by  experience,  is 
but  a Matter  of  Fact,  and  therefore  probable  only,  or 
contingent  only.  But,  if  the  source  cannot  be  a 
jwsteriori,  it  mmt  he  a priori.  Iluine,  to  be  sure,  talks 
of  an  a priori  consideration  in  this  vciy  reference 
(Causality)  ; but  there  must  be  another  and  truer  a 
priori  than  the  h ]>riori  of  Iluine.  Now,  Iji-st  of  all, 
what  is  it  that  we  name  the  a posteriori  ? That  is  a 
posteriori,  the  knowledge  of  which  is  due  to  experience 
alone  ; and  the  organ  of  experience  is  perception,  sensa- 
tion, inner  or  outer ; inner  for  affections  from  within,  and 
outer  for  affections  from  without.  But  Locke  traces  all 
our  knowledge  to  affection  either  of  outer  or  of  inner 
sense,  therefore  all  our  knowledge  must  be  a posteriori. 
But  this  is  manifestly  erroneous  ; for  in  that  case,  there 
could  be  no  apodictic,  no  necessary  and  univci-sal 
knowledge  at  all:  but  there  is  such  knowledge — univer- 
sally admitted,  too — in  what  are  allied  relations  of  ideas ; 
and  Causality  seems  itself — though  with  a difference — 
another  instance  of  the  same  kind.  This  latter  know- 
ledge, then,  (the  apodictic,)  cannot  be  a posteriori,  and, 
conscfiuently,  it  must  be  ii  priori.  But  besides  sensuous 
allection,  we  pos.sess  only  intellectual  function  : if  the 
former  bo  the  source  and  scat  of  the  a po.stenori,  then, 
the  latter  may  be  the  source  and  seat  of  the  ii  ]>nori. 
But  that  being  so,  the  necessity  of  Causalitj"  must  still 
have  its  seat  in  the  mind,  in  us  ; or,  in  other  words,  its 
.source  must  lie  subjective — and  w'e  have  just  declared  a 
subjective  source  impossible  ! Again,  we  have  just  said 
also  that  Causality  concerns  contingent  matter  : change 
itself  is  onlj'  known  ii  posteriori  or  by  experience ! 
Here  seem  great  difficulties.  How  can  what  is  only 
•(posteriori  obey  what  can  only  be  a jiriori?  And 
how  cun  an  « priori  or  necessary  truth  have  a sub- 
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jectivc  source,  or  belong  to  the  mind  only  ? As  has 
been  seen  already  also  and  just  said,  this  necessity 
of  Causality  is  not  the  only  truth  that  cannot  be  a 
pontcriori ; we  are  led  to  enlai’ge  the  problem  to  the 
admission  of  the  whole  sphei’C  named  Relations  of 
Ideas.  Eelations  of  Ideas!  The  phrase  belongs  to 
Hume  himself,  and  he  admits  the  necessity  involved  : 
did  Ilume,  then,  never  ask  whence  are  they  ? and  did 
he  unthinkingly  fancy  that,  though  Ideas  themselves — 
as  but  derivative  from  Matters  of  Fact — were  contin- 
gent and  probable,  the  Eelations  that  subsisted  among 
them  might  be  apodictic  and  necessary  ? Had  Hume 
stumbled  on  such  considerations  as  these,  he  would 
have  been  led  into  a new  inquiry  ; he  would  have 
been  forced  to  abandon  his  theory  of  all  our  knowledge 
being  limited  to  Impressions  of  Sense  and  resultant 
Ideas  of  Eeflection ; he  would  have  been  forced  to 
see  that,  as  there  are  apodictic  truths,  there  must  be  a 
.source  of  knowlege  a priori  as  well  as  a posteriori,  and 
that  all  our  Ideas  are  not  necessarily  copies  of  our  Im- 
prc.ssions.  Stimulated  by  the  example  of  Causality, 
too,  he  might  have  been  led  to  see  that  the  element  of 
necessity  did  not  restrict  itself  to  Eelations  of  Ideas 
only,  but  associated  itself  with  contingent  matter,  with 
Matters  of  Fact  as  well ; and  might  have  asked,  there- 
fore, are  there  not,  besides  Causahty,  other  such  exam- 
ples of  an  apodictic  force  in  a posterioii  or  contingent 
matter  ? — what  is  the  whole  sphere  of  necessary  know- 
ledge, as  well  pure  as  mixed  ? — and  what  is  the  peculiar 
source  of  all  such  knowledge  ? In  this  way,  he  might 
have  been  led  to  perceive  that  apodictic  matter,  im- 
possibly d posteriori,  must  be  a priori,  and  an  d prion 
which  had  attained  new  reaches.  He  had  talked,  for 
example,  of  examining  a cause  d priori  in  search  of 
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its  effect,  as  lias  been  already  remarkal ; but,  after  all, 
this  a jynori  is  a priori  only  as  regards  tlie  effect ; after 
all,  any  knowledge  gained  by  the  examination  would  be 
of  an  a posteriori  nature.  Tlie  true  a priori,  then,  must 
be  anterior,  not  to  this  and  that  experience,  but  to  all 
experience ; it  must  concern  a knowledge  that  is  not 
empirical,  that  reaches  us  not  from  elsewhere  through 
a channel  of  sense.  Plainly,  then,  it  must  be  an  element 
confined  to  the  mind  itself ; and  plainly  also,  lie  where 
it  may,  it  must  lie  elsewhere  than  in  sensation.  Now, 
it  is  this  elsewhere  than  in  sensation  that  gives  the  cue 
and  clue  to  tlie.  possibility  of  an  element  of  necessity 
subjective  as  in  tis,  but  of  an  objective  validity  and  of  an 
objective  role.  Sensation  being  excluded,  there  remains 
for  us  the  understanding  only ; and  it  is  not  so  difficult 
to  sunnisc  that  principles  of  the  undei-standing — a 
faculty  that  concerns  insight,  discernment,  evidence — 
may  bring  with  them  their  own  authorit}'.  The  con- 
tributions of  sensation,  for  example,  are  wholly  suli- 
jective  in  this  sense,  that  they  are  mine  only,  or  3’ours 
only,  or  his  onlj* — that  thej'are  incapable  of  communi- 
cation, and,  consequently,  incapable  likewise  of  com- 
parison. An  odour,  a savour,  .a  touch,  a sound,  a 
colour,  affects  me,  affects  j’ou,  affects  him  ; but  the 
affection  of  each  is  peculiar  and  proper  to  himself ; we 
cannot  show  each  other  our  affections ; that  i.s,  they 
are  incommunicable  and  incapable  of  comparison.  Put 
it  is  different  with  the  contributions  of  understanding  : 
these  bring  their  own  evidence ; this  evidence  is  the 
same  to  all  of  us ; it  can  be  universall}'  communicated, 
and  universally  compared.  Now,  a validity  of  this 
nature  may  be  correctly  named  objective,  for  it  is  in- 
dependent of  evert/  subject.  An  objective  role,  again, 
implies  that  the  possessor  of  such  role  presents  itself 
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with  and  in  objects.  A priori  principles,  tlien,  will  be 
principle.s  peculiar  to  the  understanding  only ; mb- 
jectire  in  that  they  have  their  source  in  the  mind,  in 
n.%  but  objective  in  that  they  possess  a tmwersal  and 
necessary  validity  independent  of  every  subject;  and 
objective,  perhaps,  also  in  this,  that  though  subjective 
in  origin,  they  present  themselves  with  and  in  objects 
in  every  event  of  actual  experience.  In  this  manner, 
we  can  see  the  possibility  of  an  apodictic  element  both 
pure  and  mixed.  In  fact,  we  see  that  the  whole 
business  was  opened,  when  we  opposed  senuous  alTec- 
tion  to  intellectual  function,  and  assigned  the  a pos- 
teriori to  the  one  and  the  d priori  to  the  other.  This 
veiy  sentence,  indeed,  is  the  key  to  German  Philosophy; 
it  is  a single  general  expression  for  the  operations  as 
well  of  Hegel  as  of  Kant.  German  Philosophy,  as  we 
all  know,  begins  with  the  question:  How  are  S3’nthetic 
Judgments  a priori  possible  ? Now  to  this  question, 
the  answer  of  Kant — and  the  answer  is  his  system — 
is.  Intellectual  Function  with  the  d priori  sensuous 
forms,  or  sensuous  species — Space  and  Time ; while  the 
answer  of  Hegel — impljdng  in  his  case  a system  also 
— is.  Intellectual  Function  alone.* 

But  to  apply  this  to  Causality — how  find  in  the 
mind  a principle  correspondent  to  something  so  very 
outward  and  d posteriori,  and  yet  so  apodictic  and 


* The  sntithesiB  of  jnattert  of 
fact  and  relatiotu  of  ideax  ia  virtu- 
ally identical  with  that  of  xensuous 
affection  and  intellectual  function. 
Unnamed,  it  underliea  the  whole 
thing.  Hume  ahut  himself  out 
from  relations  of  ideas  by  errone- 
ously seeing  (in  Causality,  &c.) 
matters  of  fact  only.  Kant  was 
driven  by  the  evidence  |or  peculiar 
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validity  of  causality  to  what  was  in 
effect  relations  of  ideas.  Hegel,  in 
effect,  has  only  cleared  relations  of 
ideas  into  their  system — that  crystal 
skeleton  which,  the  '’ole  tndh  of 
the  concrete,  of  sensuous  airectioii, 
of  matters  of  fact,  underlies  and 
supports  the  same.  Of  this,  so  to 
speak,  invisible  skehdon  Causality 
is  but  one  of  the  bones. 
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necessaiy  ? Now  the  intellect,  or  the  understanding, 
is  just  Judgment ; and  Judgment  has  functions,  of  which 
functions  the  various  classes  of  propositions  (which 
are  but  decisions  or  judgments  of  Judgment)  are  the 
correspondent  Acts.  Now  the  hypothetical  class  of 
propositions  points  to  a function  of  Judgment  which 
we  may  name  Ecason  and  Consequent.  Evidently^  at 
once  here  is  a function  of  Judgment,  the  sequence 
of  the  elements  of  which  is  exactly  anakigous  to  the 
sequence  of  the  elements  of  Causality.  The  state  of 
the  case  is  not  yet  free  from  great  diflicult}%  however. 
Assumiiig  the  function  of  Reason  and  Consequent  to 
be  the  mental  archetype  of  Causality,  how  are  we  to 
connect  it  with  contingent  matter,  and  reduce  it  into 
a relation  which — within  us  as  Reason  and  Consequent 
— comes  to  us  actually  from  without  in  the  Shape  of 
innumerable  real  causes  and  innumerable  real  effects  ? 
This  very  important  portion — so  suggestive  as  it  proved 
to  Hegel — of  Kant’s  industry  is  wholly  unknown  in 
England,  and  seems  to  have  been  universally  neglected 
(unless  by  Hegel)  in  Gcnnany.  If  the  reader  will 
take  the  trouble  to  turn  up  the  works  of  Sir  William 
Hamilton,  he  will  find  Kant’s  theory  relegated  to  that 
class  which  names  Causality  only  a special  and  pe- 
culiar mental  principle,  and  nothing  more.  Of  the 
deduction  of  the  principle — and  in  a System  of  such — 
from  the  very  structure  of  the  mind  itself,  and  of  the 
laborious  succession  of  links  whereby  it  is  demonstrated 
to  add  itself  to  outward  facts  and  come  back  to  us  with 
the  same,  there  is  not  one  word  in  Hamilton.  He 
knows  only  that  Kant  opines  Causality  to  be  a peculiar 
mental  principle!  In  short,  no  Ahnunn,  not  even  a 
boding  of  the  true  state  of  the  case,  seems  ever  to  have 
dawned  on  this  great  German  scholar,  who  knew  the 
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Geraians  jii.st  .so  well  and  intimately  tliat  he  anni- 
hilated them  all ! It  is  amu.dng  to  observe  the  self- 
assured  Sir  William  fooling  himself  to  the  top  of  his 
bent  with  his  sharp  distinctions  and  well-poised  divisions 
about  Kant  violating  the  law  of  parsimony,  postulating 
a new  and  express  principle,  while  he,  for  his  own  vast 
part,  on  the  contrary,  &c.  &c. ! ! ! Hamilton,  however, 
introduces  into  his  own  theory  (!)  a certain  relativity 
of  time  ; and  relativity  of  time — but  with  something 
of  a claim  to  coherency  and  sense,  the  while — belongs 
to  the  theory  of  Kant  also. — Now,  one  can  believe  that 
Hamilton  was  at  least  an  ardent  manipulator  of  the 
leaves  of  books. 

Time  it  was  that  became  in  the  hands  of  Kant  the 
medium  of  effecting  the  reduction  in  question,  or  that 
connexion  between  the  inner  and  the  outer  which  was 
manifestly  so  necessarj%  It  will  not  be  i‘e([uired  of  us 
at  present,  however,  to  track  the  probable  heuristic 
course  of  Kant  any  further  in  this  direction.  Suffice 
it  to  say,  that  the  desire  to  incorporate  an  inner  law 
>vith  outer  bodies — especially  in  such  a reference  as 
Causality — necessarily  led  Kant  to  a consideration  of 
Space  and  Time.  The  result  of  this  consideration  was, 
that  space  and  time,  though  j^ercepthw  objects  and  so 
far  semuous,  were  a priori  and  so  far  intellectual,  so 
far  appertineut  to  the  mind  itself.  In  this  way,  there 
was  a priori  or  native  to  the  mind,  not  only  function, 
but  affection  : both  being  side  by  side  in  the  mind, 
then,  function  had  affection  in  its  clutch,  or  Unity  had 
a Many  on  which  it  might  exercise  its  energy.  A 
schema,  an  a priori  schema  was  thus  formed,  into  which 
matter  from  without — that  is,  empirical  or  a posteriori 
matter — had  to  fit  itself — to  the  eventual  production  of 
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the  formed,  of  the  rational,  of  the  ruled  and  regulatt;d 
— universal  context  of  Kxperience. 

Indeed,  thought  Kant,  how  can  it  be  otherwise? 
The  a posteriori  is  but  affection  : we  are,  of  course, 
acted  on  from  without,  but  we  know  only  the  resultant 
affections  set  up.  These  are  within  us  : the)’  have  no 
system  in  themselves,  they  are  wholly  contingent : this 
system  which  they  so  much  require,  they  can  only 
obtain  within  us,  and  the  understanding  alone  is  what 
is  adequate  to  the  want.  In  the  end,  the  affections  of 
sense  were  found  to  be  construed  into  the  formed  uni- 
verse, through  the  a priori  perceptive  spectra.  Space 
and  Time,  and  under  the  synthetic  energj’  of  the 
various  functions  of  Apperception.  Lastly,  the  various 
sjmthescs  of  these  functions  were  named  Categories. — 
Causality,  then,  is  but  a function  of  Apperception,  exter- 
nalised into,  and  coming  back  to  us  from,  or  with, 
actual  outer  objects,  through  the  media,  sensuous  but 
a priori,  or  iiprioii  but  sensuous,  of  Space  and  Time. 
Now,  observe  what  the  world  has  become  ! It  is  now 
wholly  in  us  ; but  we  to  it  are  quite  formal ; we  are  but 
the  subjectivity  that  actualises  it,  as  it  were,  into  life ; 
it  is  function  and  affection — it  is  the  matter  within  us  : 
abstracting  from  ourselves  then,  that  matter  of  function 
and  affection  remains,  and  the  Avorld  is  this  : There 
are  intellectual  syntheses  (categories),  there  are  Space 
and  Time,  there  are  Empirical  Affections.  But, narrowly 
looked  at — and  this  is  a consequence  of  Kant’s  own 
industry,  though  it  never  occurred  to  Kant — empirical 
affections,  as  well  as  Space  and  Time,  arc  but  extemalisa- 
tions  of  the  categories,  are  but  outwardly  what  the  cate- 
gories are  inwardly.  The  ciitegories,  then,  are  truly  idiat 
is ; the  categories  are  the  true  essence  of  the  universe  : 
in  the  categories  we  have  to  look  for  the  ultimate  priii- 
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cipley,  ami  the  ultimate  principle  of  everything  tliat  is. 
Thi.s  i.s  what  occurreil  to  Ilcgel;  and  it  i.s  here  that  lie 
receives  the  torch  from  the  hands  of  Kant,  and  proceeds 
to  cany  it  further.  Intellectual  Function  is  the  settret, 
tlien ; almost  it  Avould  seem  as  if  the  work  of  Kant  and 
Hegel  were  but  a new  anal)'sis  of  the  human  mind,  a 
new  statement  of  its  constituent  elements,  an  identi- 
fication of  tliis  mind  and  these  elements  with,  an  en- 
largement of  tliis  mind  and  the.se  elements  to,  the  mind 
and  elements  of  God — and  all  so  that  creation  should 
be  seen  to  be  but  the  other  of  this  mind  and  these 
elements — to  be  but  the  external  counterpart  of  these, 
its  internal  archetjyie  and  archetypes.  Now  this  is 
probably  the  shortest  and  clearest  general  view  we 
have  yet  attained  to ; but  we  cannot  stop  here — the 
uninitiated  reader  must  bo  carried  more  deeply  into  the 
details  still,  before  he  can  be  dismissed  as  competently 
informed.  Nevertheless,  it  will  always  be  of  use  to 
bear  in  mind  that  the  ultimate  proposition  of  Hegel 
seems  to  be  this : To  know  all  the  Functions  which 
AlTections  obey,  and  to  demonstrate  the  presence  of 
the  former  everywhere  in  the  latter,  would  be  at  once 
to  know  the  Absolute,  and  to  complete  Philosophy. 

lA!t  us  look  well  at  these  categories,  then,  says  Hegel, 
and  consider  them  in  their  own  absolute  truth.  First 
of  all,  then,  there  are  the  four  capital  Titles,  as  Kant 
names  them,  Quantity,  Quality,  Eelation,  and  Modality. 
Now,  of  these  the  first  three  are  evidently  objective 
and  material,  while  the  last  is  only  subjective  and 
formal  : the  first  three  concern  the  constitution  and 
construction  of  objects  them.selves,  the  last  only  their 
relation  to  us.  But  to  the  development  of  the  absolute 
world,  we  abstract  from  oumelves,  and  it  wmdd  seem, 
therefore,  as  if  we  must  abstract  al.so  from  this  modality 
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of  Kant.  Things  exist  in  Quantity,  Quality,  and  Eola- 
tion ; and  this  division  seems  complete  in  itself.  As 
for  Subjectivity — and  it  is  subjectivity  that  modality 
involves — it  is  a spliere  apai't ; Subjectivity,  in  short, 
implies  Things  and  something  more.  Things  have 
their  own  laws ; but  Subjectivity  appears  in  an  element 
which,  while  implying  laws  of  its  o\\m,  involves  sub- 
jection to  those  of  things  also.  Subjectivity,  then, 
appeal's  a higher  stage,  and  it  seems  neces.sary  to  com- 
plete things  or  objectivity  fii-st. 

The  lii’st  glance  of  Hegel,  then,  eliminates  for  the 
nonce  modalit)’,  and  we  have  to  see  him  now  cmplo)'ed 
on  Quantit)^,  Quality,  and  Eelation.  Now,  are  these 
the  most  univensal  of  all  objective  categories,  and  are 
they  complete  ? Again,  this  being  so,  are  they  dedu- 
cible  the  one  from  the  other,  and  all  from  a common 
principle  which  is  obviously  the  First  and  the  Fiinda- 
ment'i  The  categories  being  the  Absolute,  being  truly 
What  is,  it  is  evident  that  their  completion — and  in  a 
system — would  constitute,  at  last,  Philosophy.  They 
cannot,  then,  lie  left  standing  as  we  receive  them  from 
Kant.  Notwithstanding  that  Kant  derives  them  from  the 
functions  of  Judgment,  actual  analysis  fails  ; they  have 
not  in  him  the  architectonic  onenass  and  fulness  Avhich 
he  himself  desiderates,  but  rather  that  rhapsodic  ap- 
pearance of  imdeducetlness  and  incompleteness  which 
he  himself  abhors.  They  look  meagre,  dlsconnectetl, 
arbitraiy  : we  instinctively  refuse  to  accept  them  as  the 
inner  and  genetic  archetj^ws  of  all  that  is.  We  must  be 
better  satisfied  in  their  regard  : they  must  be  larger  and 
fuller  somehow  : we  must  trace  them  botli  up  to  their 
necessary  source,  and  down  into  all  the  ramifications  of 
their  completed  system.  In  this  way,  -we  shall  have 
the  ciystal  of  the  universe,  the  diamond  net  into  which 
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the  Avliole  is  wrought,  God  and  the  tlioughts  of  God 
before  tlie  birth  of  time  or  a single  finite  intelligence, 
or  even  entity.  Idealism  thus  would  be  finished  and 
complete.  Thought  would  constitute  the  univei*se : 
the  universe  would  simply  be  thought,  thought  in  its 
two  reciprocal  sides,  thought  inner  and  thought  outer. 
The  proper  name  for  Philosophy  in  this  case  woidd  be  ^ 
IjOgic;  for,  indeed,  the  all  of  things  would  sim[)ly  be 
reduced  to  Logic.  Nay,  Logic  would  be  the  Absolute 
— Logic  would  supplant  and  replace  Theology  itself. 
The  chaos  of  this  universe,  in  fact,  that  stands  before 
ordinary  intelligence,  would  shapingly  collapse  into 
the  law  and  order  and  unity  of  a single  life — a life 
which  we  should  understand — a bfe  which  each  of  us 
should  participate — modally.  The  Substance,  Attribute, 
and  Modus  of  Spinoza  would  thus  be  realised,  would 
thus  have  flesh  on  their  bones,  and  be  alive  and  actual. 
These  are  grand  thoughts,  suggestive  of  a close  at  last 
to  the  inquest  of  man  : we  must  complete  them  ; we 
must  take  up  the  lead  that  Kant  has  given  us : we  must 
strike  boklly  through  the  gate  which  he — led  up  to  it 
by  Hume — has  been  the  first  to  open  to  us  ! Let  us 
look  well  to  what  he  has  done,  then  ; let  us  follow  all 
his  steps ; above  all,  let  us  look  again  into  all  the 
materials  he  has  collected  as  categories.  What  we 
have  to  do  is  to  complete  their  Many,  and  to  find  their 
One : what  we  have  to  do  is  to  demonstrate  the  All, 
and  in  co-articulation  with  the  Principiuin — with  that 
which  is  first  and  one  and  inderivatwe  ! 

As  regimds  their  One,  that  in  Kant  is  A[>perceptiou, 
Judgment ; but  Judgment  is  only  a single  moment  of 
lA>gic : there  remain  two  others — Simjile  Apprehension 
and  Eeasoii.  The  last,  certainly,  Kant  has  drawn  into 
consideration,  but  perhaps  imperfectly ; and,  as  regards 
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the  second  (the  fii'st  in  the  rubric),  lie  lias  not  thought 
of  it  at  all.  But,  if  Logic  is  to  be  considered  the 
princi])le  of  the  whole — (and  why  should  not  Logic 
constitute  the  principle  of  the  whole  ? — what  God  has 
created  must  be  but  an  emanation  of  his  own  thought, 
of  his  own  nature ; and  do  we  not  know  that  man,  so  far 
as  he  is  a Spirit,  is  created  in  the  likeness  of  God  ? — 
why,  then,  should  not  Logic,  which  is  the  crystal  of 
man’s  thought,  be  the  crystal  also  of  God’s  thought, 
and  the  crystal  as  well  of  God’s  universe — of  that 
universe  which,  ixs  God’s  universe,  must  be  but  the 
mdisation,  the  other  side,  of  God’s  thought  ?)  — if 
Logic,  then,  is  to  be  the  principle  of  the  whole,  we 
must  be  serious  with  Logic,  and  take  it  together  in 
all  its  paits.  Simple  Apprehension,  then,  is  a moment 
no  more  to  be  omitteil  than  any  of  the  rest. 

But,  possessing  the  light  of  .system  and  unity  which 
Kant’s  demand  for  an  architectonic  principle  has  kindled 
in  us,  we  cannot  be  content  with  Logic  itself  in  these 
mere  chapters  and  headings,  in  this  mere  side-by-side 
of  Simple  Apprehension,  Judgment,  and  Eeason:  the}', 
too,  must  be  organically  fused  into  a concrete  unit, 
which  unit  w'ore  evidently  the  ultimate  or  basal  unit, 
the  absolutely  primordial  cell — in  other  word.s,  the 
Absolute  itself.  But  is  this  po.s.sible? — can  we  view 
these  as  but  elements  of  a single  pulse,  moments  of  a 
single  movement.!’  Yet,  again,  what  we  are  contem- 
plating is  a ])rinciple  too  subjective  for  our  objects  as 
yet,  and  we  seem  to  be  tending  too  mmdi  to  the  stand- 
point of  Kant.  Kant  held  by  Apperception  and  a sub- 
jective idealism  : Kant  postulated  an  elsewhere  which, 
received  into  our  organs,  only  so  and  so  afl’ected  us,  only 
so  and  so  appeared  to  us  in  consequence  of  the  consti- 
tution peculiar,  not  to  it  (the  elsewhere,  the  thing-in- 
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it.-icU),  but  to  them  (tlie  orgaiis).  In  this  way,  know- 
ledge could  only  be  phenomenal  and  provisional.  But 
it  is  not  so  that  we  would  view  the  problem  : we  elimi- 
nate subjectivity  in  the  first  instance ; we  stretch  out 
the  threads  of  the  categories  as  the  primordial  and 
essential  filaments ; on  these  we  lay  the  particularised 
universe  of  things  ; — and  then  we  sa}',  Behold  the 
world,  Behold  ichat  is ! With  such  de.sign  before  us, 
then,  we  c<annot  begin  with  Simple  Apprehension, 
Judgment,  and  Ifeason : these,  as  named,  concern  sub- 
jectivity ; and  even  if  they  are  the  ultimate  moments 
of  the  All,  we  must  have  them  in  another  form  before 
we  can  lay  them  down  as  objective  categories  of  foun- 
dation and  support.  We  can  talk  of  Quantity,  Quality, 
and  Relation,  for  these  are  objective,  and  all  things 
submit  to  their  forms.  But  the  moments  of  Logic  in 
the  form  of  the  moments  of  Logic  are  too  subjective 
to  serve  a similar  puqiose  ; in  such  form,  they  .seem 
alien  to  things.  The  moments  of  Logic  in  such  form, 
then,  will  not  answer  ns  a beginning,  however  much 
they  may  constitute  the  true  rhythm  of  all  things.  In 
other  words,  the  Logical  movement  is  the  ultimate 
principle — but  we  do  not  find  it  in  the  beginning  in 
that  fonn  ; it  has  a preliminaiy  path  to  describe  before 
reaching  the  same. — But  let  us  look  again  at  the  cate- 
gories as  we  find  them  in  Kant. 

Well,  we  look  at  them — and  it  is  to  be  seen,  without 
dillieulty,  that  they  are  but  results  of  generalisation. 
The  question  occurs,  then,  has  this  process  reached 
completion,  or  is  it  susceptible  of  being  carried  fur- 
ther? Again,  in  the  latter  event,  might  not,  in  ulti- 
mate generaUsation,  a categoiy  be  anticipated  which 
should  be  the  category  of  categories,  or  the  Kotion  of 
NotioiLs;  for  Kant  himself  calls  the  categories  Notions, 
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Stammbegrij}e,  root-notions.  The  notion  of  notions  ! — 
well,  but  we  have  just  seen  that  the  logical  movement 
must  be  the  fundamental  principle;  if,  in  another  way, 
therefore,  a notion  of  notions  is  to  emerge  with  a 
claim  to  the  like  authority  and  place,  the  two  rc.sults 
must  coincide  and  be  identical.  In  other  woixls,  this 
ultimate  generalisation,  this  last  atetraction,  which  is 
the  notion  of  notions,  will  comstitute  the  lirst  form  of 
the  logical  pulse — and,  in  general,  just  the  beginning 
that  we  want.  This  logical  pulse,  too,  being  comcideut 
with  the  ultimate  category  or  notion  of  notions,  is  capa- 
ble of  being  regarded  as  xolt  e^o^rtv  the  Notion. 

But  the  categories  are,  so  to  speak,  concrete  abs- 
tractions : tliey  possess  a filling,  contents,  matter,  an 
implement,  a complement,  an  ingest,  an  intent,  a tenor, 
a jmiport,  an  import  (Inhalt) : Quantity  possesses  imi- 
versahty,  particularity,  singularity ; Quality,  aifirma- 
tiou,  negation,  limit ; Relation,  substance,  causality, 
reciprocity.  The  ultimate  Category,  or  the  Notion, 
then,  being  also  a concrete  abstraction  like  the  I'est, 
will  possess  a filling  of  its  own  ; and  this  filling  or 
matter  must  be  the  universixl  of  all  these  filhngs  or 
matters.  Each  of  these  matters,  again,  must  be  but  a 
particular  of  it  (the  matter  of  the  Notion),  as  imiversal. 
They,  then,  thus  particular  of  the  same  universal, 
must  be  mutually  related  and  affiliated  as  congruent 
differences  of  the  same  identity. — But  in  tliis  last  phrase 
we  have  a hint  given  us  as  to  how  we  should  regard 
the  matter  of  the  Notion.  These  words  identity  and 
difference  can  be  used  in  description  of  the  first  two 
moments  of  the  matter  of  all  the  Titles.  Under 
Quantity,  Universality,  not  only  in  its  notion,  but  in 
its  veiy  name,  points  to  unity  or  identity  ; while  Par- 
ticularity, again,  is  but  difference — the  particulars  are 
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but  the  diferences  of  the  universal,  the  species  but 
the  diflerences  of  the  </enus.  Under  Quality,  Affirma- 
tion is  plainly  identitij — but  the  identity,  so  to  s]jcak, 
of  common  concurrence  ; and  as  plainly  Neijation  is 
difference,  for  it  implies  a No  to  a Yes,  or  difference 
is  at  twain,  and  two  contain  difference.  Under  Itela- 
tion.  Substance  is  but  the  supporting  identity  of  the 
All  of  things,  while  Causality  is  but  the  difference  in 
this  identity  — implying,  as  it  does  alwaj’s,  the  first 
and  the  second,  the  one  and  the  other.  The  fourth 
Title  of  Kant  w-e  have  eliminated  for  the  present  as  it 
refers  to  subjecti\dty  : nevertheless,  the  fourth  title  is 
equally  illustrative  of  the  same  facts — Nay,  in  tlie  Titles 
themselves,  let  alone  their  moments,  cannot  a like  re- 
lation be  detected?  Is  not  the  Quality  of  anything 
just  its  own  identity? — and  is  not  Quantity  just  any- 
thing’s own  difference  ? Increase  or  decreiise  of  Quantity 
(within  limits)  does  not  alter  Quality  (you  and  I would 
be  much  the  .sjime  were  we  some  pounds  heavier  : the 
cabbage  is  its  own  identitj-  (and  this  lies  in  its  quality), 
but  its  growth  fi’om  day  to  day  (Quantity)  constitutes 
its  difference). — And  this  is  a lesson  to  us — Kant  is 
wrong  to  place  Quantity  before  Quality  — now  that 
attention  is  called  to  this,  we  seem  to  see,  just  in  a 
general  way  indeed,  that  Quality  ought  to  prc*cede 
Quantity  : Quahty  is  indeed  the  inner  reality  or  identity, 
while  Quantity  is  but  the  the  outer  difference.  — In 
identity  and  difference,  then,  we  seem  to  have  obtauied 
wider  universals  for  the  two  first  moments  of  all  the 
Kantian  triads.  But  they  are  triads ; what,  then,  of  a 
third  moment  in  this  our  own  new  triad  ? — may  we 
hope  to  find  a similar  wider  universal  for  it  also  ? 
Now  this  will  not  be  difficult,  if  we  observe  in  each 
triad  the  relation  which  the  third  tenu  or  moment 
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bears  to  the  first  and  second.  The  tliird  moment,  in 
fact,  always  seems  to  participate  in  botli  of  those  winch 
precede ; — Ave  can  see  it,  in  a manner,  to  conjoin  and 
sum  these.  The  singular,  for  example,  contains  in 
it  both  the  universal  and  the  particular ; hmitation 
implies  both  afiirmation  and  negation  ; Avhile,  in  the  last 
place,  reciprocity  or  community  seems  to  conUiin  in 
its  one  virtue  botli  that  of  substantiality  and  that  of 
causality.  But  these  triads  of  Kant  haA’e  been  derived 
from  certain  Logical  triads  which  also  manifest  the 
-same  property.  To  convince  liimself  of  this,  let  the 
reader  but  glance  at  the  Table  in  Kant  that  sums  the 
vanous  judgments  : Disjunctive,  for  example,  does  it 
not  involve  a virtue  at  once  Categoric  and  Hyi>othetic? 
Nay,  does  not  the  third  Title,  Eelation,  (we  have  elimi- 
nated the  fourth,)  manifest  itself  as  but,  in  a manner,  a 
uniting  medium  of  both  Quantity  and  Quality — though, 
to  be  sure,  it  is  a relation — proportion  of  qunntitrj,  Avith 
quality  as  a result  — rather  than  Eelation  in  general, 
Avhich  accurately  accomplishes  this  ? (By  the  bye,  let 
us  not  forget  this  exact  ncAv  third  just  discovered  for 
Quantity  and  Quality — Proportion,  Pleasure,  dAna-s-s!) 

But  if  the  third  moment  is  abvays  related  to  the 
first  and  second,  they,  too,  probably  Avill  be  mutually 
related  ? — It  really  is  so.  This,  indeed,  Ave  have  al- 
ready said  : in  every  case,  it  is  the  relation  of  identity 
and  difference.  On  looking  cpiite  close,  indeed,  the 
second  moment  (difference)  is  seen  to  be  just  the 
ojjposite,  the  contrmy,  the  negative  of  the  first  (iden- 
tity). Negation  is  the  opposite  of  affirmation  ; par- 
ticularity is  the  opposite  of  universality  ; and  the  same 
relation  does  in  fact  obtain  betAveen  substantiality  and 
causality,  for  the  latter  involves  reference  to  depend- 
ence or  dcriv'ation,  and  that  is  the  opposite  of  substan- 
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tialit)-.  Xay,  looking  to  tlie  Titles  themselves,  there  is 
virtually  the  sjime  relation  between  (iuality  and  Quan- 
tity ; for  if  the  one  is  inner,  the  other  is  outer. 

The  three  moments,  then,  are  always  interconnected, 
as  Yes,  No,  and  Both.  This  is  sufiiciently  singular, 
and  sugge.sts  verj"  clearly  the  possibility  of  ranging  all  in 
a common  system.  The  movement  plainly  is  one  of 
identity,  opposition,  and  reconciliation  of  both  in  a 
new  identity.  This  movement,  then,  name  it  as  we 
may  (in  the  terms  of  Aristotle  as  formerly,  if  it  is 
thought  fit),  is  the  Notion  of  Notions,  or  the  Notion. 
This  movement  will  be  the  Logical  movement  also, 
then  ? Y'es  ; the  same  relation  but  repeats  itself  in  the 
triad  Simple  Apprehension,  Judgment,  and  Eea.son 
(BegrilT,  Urtheil,  Schluss) : Judgment  always  says  no 
to  the  awards  of  Sense,  and  Eeason  reconciles  them  in 
a new  and  higher  truth.  Such  is  but  the  history  of 
the  world ! — What  we  see,  then,  everywhere  is  but 
the  logical  movement  repeating  itself  in  a variety  of 
forms  and  under  a variety  of  names.  We  have  cer- 
tainly discovered  the  principle,  then,  and  the  proper 
pulse  of  this  principle  : but  how  are  we  to  set  it  in 
action  to  the  production  of  a system  ? The  Categories 
have  presented  themselves  as  triads,  the  moments  of 
which  collapse,  in  the  case  of  each  triad,  into  a trinity 
(tri-unity).  Now',  let  us  but  find  the  jirtit  trinity,  and 
the  sequence  of  trinities  ought  to  flow  of  itself,  ac- 
cording to  the  movement,  up  to  the  ultimate  trinity, 
w'hich  is  the  consummation  of  the  whole  : in  this  wuiy, 
the  thing  woidd  be  done  — our  aim  accomphshed  ! 

The  course  of  Hegel’s  thoughts  and  the  nature  of 
his  whole  industry — Dialectic  and  all — can  now  have 
no  ditticulty  to  any  reader.  A glance  at  the  contents 
of  the  ‘ Logic’  or  ‘ Encyclopaedia’  will  — from  the  mere 
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outside  — amply  suffice  to  confirm  all.  Consider  tins 
one  point : it  occurred  to  ourselves,  a moment  ago, 
that  it  was  difficult  to  find  and  name  a proper  third  to 
identity  and  diflerence  as  identity  and  difierence  ; and 
we  were  tempted  to  say,  community  or  reciprocity 
itself.  On  turning  to  the  contents  of  the  works  named 
(the  ‘ Logic  ’ and  the  ‘ Encyclopaedia  ’),  we  fouTid  ITegel 
had  experienced  the  same  difficulty  ; for  in  the  one 
work,  the  third  to  identity  and  difierence  is  the  Contra- 
diciion,  while  in  the  other  it  is  the  Ground.  This  last 
term  approaches,  it  will  be  observed,  the  one  which 
had  occurred  to  ourselves,  Community  ; for  the  Ground 
is  the  Community  of  the  Difierences. 

Hegel  now,  then,  has  realised  Logic.  He  has  dis- 
covered the  principle  of  the  Categories,  and  of  tlieir 
concatenation  as  well  — a principle  Avhich  is  true  in 
fact,  and  which  is  capable  of  being  made  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  universe.  What  he  has  to  do  now,  then, 
is  to  complete  the  categorical  trinities,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  conduct  them  all  up  to,  or  derive  them  all  down 
from,  a similar  simple  multiple,  or  multiple  sim[)le, 
which  were  the  First  and  inderivative.  But  to  this 
he  poss&sses  a clue  in  perceiving  that  the  process  is 
one  of  Logical  Determination,  where,  necessarily,  the 
Fiist  is  the  absolute  abstraction,  and  the  last  the  ab- 
solute concretion.  Again,  both  of  these  will  be  but 
forms  of  the  absolute  principle,  which  is  the  Notion  ; 
and  the  Notion — quantitatively  named,  but  with  a 
qualitative  force  — is  the  reciprocal  unity,  or  the  tau- 
tological reciprocity  of  univeisality,  particularity,  and 
singularity.  Here,  in  fact,  is  the  tjqie  of  the  system 
itself : the  absolute  universal  will  be  the  first,  while 
the  absolute  singidar  will  be  the  La.'^t,  and  the  abso- 
lute particular  — or  the  ultimate  categories  which 
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represent  all  the  ground-thoughts  descriptive  and  con- 
structive of  the  universe  — will  be  the  Middle,  or  the 
matter  comprehended  between  the  first  and  hist.  For 
a Firet,  then,  Hegel  sees  that  he  must  find  the  most 
abstract  univemal,  or  the  most  univemal  abstract ; or 
that  he  must  find  that  trinity  which  shall  exhibit  the 
Notion  in  its  most  abstract  or  universal  form.  In  a 
word,  he  must  find  the  most  abstract  universal  identity 
{the  genus),  the  most  abstract  universal  difl’erence  {the 
difl'erentia),  and  the  most  abstract  universal  commu- 
nity of  identity  and  difierence  {the  species),  or  how- 
ever else  we  may  name — and  the  names  are  Legion  — 
the  several  constituent  moments  of  the  Notion.  But 
Hegel  has  actually  before  him  other  categories  and  many 
remarks  of  Kant  for  his  express  guidance  and  direction 
in  this  whole  industry.  Some  of  these,  as  in  relation  to 
Something  and  Nothing,  &c.,  we  have  seen  already ; 
and  here,  from  the  ‘ Kritik  of  Pure  Eeason,’  are  a few 
more,  Avhich  the  reader  will  now  see  must  have  con- 
tained much  matter  eminently  suggestive  to  Hegel : — 

It  i.s  to  be  observed  that  the  Categories,  a.s  the  true  Stanim- 
begriffe  (root-notioTi.s)  of  pure  understanding,  possess  their 
equally  pure  derivatives,  which  can  by  no  means  be  omitted 
in  a complete  system  of  Tramcerulsntal  Philosophy,  but 
with  whose  mere  mention  I may  be  content  in  a mere 
critical  preliminary  inquest. 

Hegel,  then,  could  see  what  he  had  to  do  for  the 
construction  of  a system.  Poor  Kant,  like  a hen  that 
had  hatched  ducks,  was  never  done  with  cluck-clucks 
of  consternation  over  the  mad  fashion  in  which  his 
rash  brood  — Fichte  and  the  rest  — dashed  into  the 
bottomless  water  of  speculation,  — never  done  with 
cluck-clucks  of  consternation  and  of  fervid  warning 
to  return  to  the  solid  land  of  kritical  procedure,  for 
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wliicb  lie  patlieticiilly  assured  tliein  tlieir  excellent 
‘ Darstellung.sgabe  ’ (say  style)  could  do  so  imicli.  It 
is  questionable  if  he  coidd  have  recognised  in  Hegel 
that  return  to  his  own  results  which  he  so  ardently 
longed  for  and  so  unweariedly  called  for.  It  is  quite 
certain  now,  however,  that  the  whole  work  of  Hegel 
wiLs  simply  to  furnish  that  ‘complete  system  of  the 
Transcendental  riiilosophy’  indicated  by  Kant. 

Let  me  be  permitted  (the  veteran  proceeds)  to  name 
tliese  pure  but  derivative  notions,  the  predicables  of  pure 
understanding  (in  contrast  to  the  predicaments).  If  we  have 
tlie  original  and  primitive  notions,  the  derivative  and  subaltern 
may  be  easily  added,  and  the  family-tree  of  pure  under- 
.standing  completely  delineated.  As  I have  here  to  do,  not 
with  the  completion  of  the  system,  but  only  with  that  of  the 
principles  towards  it,  I may  be  allowed  to  postpone  the 
addition  of  such  a complement  to  another  work.  This  object, 
however,  may  be  pretty  corr<"ctly  reached,  if  any  one  but 
take  in  hand  the  ordinary  ontological  te.xt-book.s,  .and  set,  for 
example,  under  the  category  of  Caus.ality,  the  predicables  of 
power,  action,  pa.ssion,  &c. ; under  Reciprocity,  those  of  the 
present,  resistance,  &c.;  and  under  Modality,  origin,  dece.ase, 
&c.  &c.  The  categories  combined  with  the  modi  of  pure 
sense  [Time  and  .Space],  or  with  one  another,  furnish  a great 
number  of  derivative  a priori  notions,  &c. 

Hegel  was  thus  directly  referred  to  the  very  manner 
in  which  he  should  set  about  his  task  ; and  his  Uv.sk  wa.s 
comparatively  ea.sy,  for,  as  Kant  himself  points  out. 

The  great  compartments  (Facher)  are  once  for  all  there — 
it  is  only  neces.sary  to  fill  them  up;  and  a sy.stematic  Topik, 
like  the  present,  does  not  readily  permit  ns  to  mi.ss  the  places 
to  which  each  notion  properly  belongs,  at  the  same  time  that 
it  causes  us  readily  to  remark  those  which  are  .still  empty.* 

• The  above  quotatioos  are  from  the  K.  of  I’.  It.  § 10;  those  that 
follow,  from  § 11,  same  woi-k. 
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Kant  proceeds : — 

As  rei^irds  the  T.ahle  of  the  Cateffories,  some  curious 
remarks  may  be  made  which  may  have,  perliaps,  advantapfeous 
resulta  as  respects  the  scientific  form  of  all  rational  truths. 
For  that  this  Table,  in  the  theoretic  part  of  philosophy,  is 
uncommonly  serviceable,  nay  indispensable,  in  order  com- 
pletely to  project  a plan  towards  the  Whole  of  a Science,  so 
far  !is  this  science  is  to  rest  on  a jjnvri  notions,  as  well  as 
mathematically  to  distribute  the  same  according  to  definile 
jjrlnctplea,  appears  directly  of  itself  from  this,  that  ssiid 
Table  contains  at  full  all  the  elementary  notions  of  under- 
standing, and  even  the  form  of  a system  of  the  same  in  the 
human  understanding,  and  consequently  furnishes  direction 
and  guidance  to  all  the  moments  of  any  coutemplateil  specu- 
lative science,  and  even  to  their  order,  as  indeed  I have 
already  given  elsewhere  an  example  in  proof  (s.  ‘ Metaphys. 
Anfangsgr.  der  Naturwissensch  ’).  Here  now  are  some  of 
these  remarks. 

The  first  is  : that  this  Table,  which  contains  four  classes  of 
Categories,  parts  first  of  all  into  two  Divisions,  the  first  of 
which  is  directed  to  objects  of  Perception  (pure  as  well  as  em- 
pirical); the  second,  again,  to  the  Existence  of  these  objects 
(whether  as  referred  to  one  another  or  to  the  understanding) 
[Quantity  ‘ pure,’  Quality  ‘ empiriciil,’  Relation  ‘ mutual  refer- 
ence,’ Modality  ‘ reference  to  the  understanding']. 

The  first  class  I would  name  that  of  the  mathematical,  the 
second  that  of  the  dynamical.  Categories.  The  first  class,  as 
is  evident,  has  no  correlates,  which  are  found  only  in  the 
second.  This  ditference  must  have  its  reason  [as  Hegel  has 
well  investigated]  in  the  nature  of  the  understanding. 

2nd  Remark. — That  in  every  case  there  is  a like  number 
— three — of  the  categories  of  every  class,  which  summons 
to  reflection  [and  Hegel  reflected  and  pondered  this  to 
some  effect],  as  all  a priori  distribution  elsewhere  through 
notions  is  necessarily  a Dichotomy  [RIack  or  not-Rlack,  &c.]. 
Moreover,  tlmt  the  third  category  in  every  case  [Hegel  is  all 
here]  arises  from  the  union  of  the  second  with  the  first  of 
its  class. 

VOL.  II.  D 
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Tints  AlliU'Ss  (Totality)  is  nothing  else  than  Plurality  [a 
iVIan}']  considered  as  Unity ; Limitation  is  nothing  else  than 
Reality  united  to  Negation ; Coiumnnity  is  one  Substance 
Causally  determining  another  Reciprocally;  liistly,  Necessity 
is  nothing  else  than  Existence  given  by  Possibility  itself. 
Let  it  not  be  thought,  however,  that  the  third  category  is  for 
this  reason  a merely  derivative  one,  and  not  a root-notion 
of  pure  understanding.  For  the  union  of  the  first  and  second 
in  order  to  produce  the  third  notion  demands  a special  act 
of  understanding,  which  is  not  identical  with  that  which  is 
exerted  in  the  c;ise  of  the  first  and  second.  Thus  the  notion 
of  a Number  (which  belongs  to  the  category  of  Totalitj')  is 
not  ahvays  possible  where  there  arc  the  notions  of  Plurality 
and  Unity  (a.s,  for  exami»le,  in  the  conception  of  the  Infinite); 
nor  out  of  this,  that  I unite  the  notion  of  a cause  and  th.at  of 
a mbstance,  is  lufuence — that  is,  how  one  substance  can  be 
the  cause  of  something  in  another  substance — directly  and 
without  more  ado  to  be  understood.  From  this  it  is  obvious 
that  a special  act  of  understanding  is  necessary  to  this ; and 
so  as  regards  the  rest. 

3rd  Remark. — In  the  case  of  a single  category,  that, 
namely,  of  Community,  which  occurs  under  the  third  Title,  is 
the  agreement  with  the  corresponding  form  in  the  Table  of 
the  Logical  Functions  (here  the  disjunctive  judgment)  not  so 
self-evident  as  in  that  of  the  others. 

In  order  to  assure  oneself  of  this  agreement,  it  is  to  bo 
observed:  that  in  all  disjunctive  judgments  the  sjihere  {thti 
iSIany  of  all  that  is  contained  under  the  judgment)  is  con- 
ceived as  a whole  di.stributed  into  parts  (the  subordinate 
notions),  and,  as  these  parts  cannot  be  contained  the  one 
under  the  other,  they  are  thought  as  mutually  co-ordinated, 
not  subordinated,  in  such  wise  that  they  act  on  each  other, 
not  one-sidcly  !is  in  a series,  but  recijirocally  as  in  an  aggre- 
gate (if  one  member  of  the  distribution  is  established,  all  the 
rest  arc  excluded,  and  vice  versa). 

Now  what  we  have  to  think  is  a .similar  conjunction  in  a 
Whole  of  Things,  where  the  one  is  not  subordinated  as  effect 
to  the  other  as  cause,  but  co-ordinated  :is  at  the  same  time 
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and  reciprocally  cause  in  reference  to  the  other  (for  e.xaniple, 
the  case  of  a body,  the  parts  of  which  at  once  reciprocal!}' 
attract  and  re.si.st  each  other),  which  is  quite  another  sort  of 
conjunction  than  that  met  with  in  the  simple  relation  of  the 
cause  to  the  effect  (of  reason  to  consequent),  in  which  the 
consequent  does  not  reciprocally  in  its  turn  determine  the 
antecedent,  and  does  not  therefore  constitute  a whole  with  it 
(like  the  Creator  with  the  w'orld).  The  same  process  which 
understandin"-  observes  w'hen  it  represents  to  itself  the  sphere 
of  a distributed  notion,  it  observes  also  when  it  thinks  a 
thing  as  capable  of  di.stribution  ; and  iis  the  members  of  di.s- 
tribution  in  the  former  mutuidly  exclude  each  other,  and 
nevertheless  are  united  together  in  a single  sphere,  so  it 
conceives  the  parts  of  the  latter  as  such  that  existence  at- 
taches to  each  of  them  as  substances  independently  of  the 
rest,  and  yet  that  they  are  united  together  in  :i  single  whole. 

In  the.se  remarks  the  reader  will  readily  ob.servo 
many  genn.s  which  it  was  the  bu.siness  of  Hegel  only 
to  mature.  Tliat,  under  eacli  cla.ss,  the  third  category, 
for  example,  should  be  a concrete  of  tlie  two  former — 
tliis  an  sick,  virtually,  is  the  dialectic  of  Hegel.  Once, 
indeed,  that  Hegel  had  observed  this  peculiarity,  and 
tliat  he  had  also  generalised  the  categor/c.?  into  the 
catego?'y,  his  sy.stem,  we  may  say,  and  in  all  its  j)ossi- 
bilitics,  was  fairly  born.  Kant  observes,*  ‘ that  there 
are  two  stocks  or  stems  of  human  knowledge,  which 
arise  perhaps  from  a single  common  root,  as  yet  un- 
known to  us,  namel}',  Sense  and  Understanding,  through 
the  former  of  which  objects  arc  given,  and  through  tlie 
latter  thought.'  Now%  to  sec  that  this  bringing  together 
of  sensation  and  intellect  amounted  to  the  percipient 
Understanding  (intuitus  originarius,  intcllectuelle  An- 
schauung,  anschauender  Verstand)  of  Kant  — to  sec 
moreover  that  Kant’s  owm  industiT  liad  no  other  tendency 

* K.  of  P.  ]{.,  Iiifroduction,  nuh  Jinem. 
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tlian  to  realise  such  reduction  and  identification, — this 
also  may  be  named  the  beginning  of  Hegel ; for,  in  a 
word,  Hegel’s  S3^steni  is  a demonstration  that  Sensation 
and  Understanding  are  virtually  one,  the  fomier  being 
but  outwardly  what  the  other  is  inwardly,  and  each 
the  necessary  reciprocal  counterpart  of  the  other.  Tliis, 
too,  is  evidently  the  effect  of  the  speculations  of  Kant 
in  reference  to  the  Categories  and  the  Schemata  result- 
ant from  the  conjunction  of  these  with  Time  and  Space. 
To  co-ordinate  and  reduce  to  one,  Sense  and  Intellect, 
or  Sensations  and  Ideas  (Notions),  this  is  another  of 
those  curt  statements  of  the  whole  which  may  con- 
duce not  only  to  the  understanding,  but  to  the  judging, 
of  the  Hegelian  sj'stem.  Hegel  himself  has  remarked, 
that  to  reproduce  a system  is  the  true  waj^  critically  to 
judge  it : he  intimates  even  that  he  who  faithfully 
reproduces  a system  is  alreadj^  beyond  it.  Now,  no 
doubt,  these  curt  statements  are  calculated  to  bring 
one’s  knowledge  up  to  the  very  apex  of  insight ; but 
thej'  only  mislead,  deceive,  ruin,  when  they  themselves 
are  taken  as  knowledge,  and  when  it  escapes  notice  that 
their  function  is  not  to  constitute  knowledge,  but  only  to 
give  focus  to  knowledge.  A general  statement  is  but 
gas — and  of  a very  dangerous  kind — in  the  mouth  of 
him  who  is  empty  of  the  particulars.  In  these  curt 
words,  tending  though  they  do  to  carry  us  beyond  what 
they  concern,  there  is  this  danger,  then,  to  all  parties  in 
humanity;  and  there  is  j’et  in  them  another  danger  to  a 
single  party.  To  the  ]\Iaterialist,  for  example,  such  words 
as  above  are  so  glaringly  absurd,  and  the  enterprise  they 
indicate  so  glaringly  stupid,  that  he  feels  justified,  from 
the  mere  outside,  to  neglect  and  reject  all  industries 
(as  those  of  Kant  and  Ilegel)  which  are  capable  of 
being  characterised  bj^  them.  It  is  the  former  danger 
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which  is  the  important  one,  however,  and  tlie  latter  we 
may  neglect,  for,  as  the  idealist  views  man  as  Spirit, 
the  materialist  views  him  only  as  Animal : however  acute 
he  (the  materialist)  may  be,  then,  as  regards  mundane 
commodity,  he  is  wholly  opaque  to  what  alone  is 
human — Religion,  Philosophy,  and  even  Poetry — and 
is  manifestly  of  no  account  to  men  who  can  interest 
themselves  in  such  subjects  as  the  present. 

To  possess  a curt  formula  for  the  whole  of  Hegel, 
docs  not  dispense  us  from  the  labour  of  the  particular^ 
then ; and  we  have  yet  much  of  this  to  achieve. 

It  is  now  to  be  seen,  nevertheless,  that  a complete 
answer  to  our  fii-st  question  as  to  what  led  Ilegcl  to 
begin  as  he  did,  is  rapidly  rising  on  us.  We  see  Avhat 
was  the  One  of  his  system,  and  how  he  found  it ; we 
see  also  Avhat  his  Many  arc  to  be,  and  how  he  is  to 
find  them.  Of  a clue  to  the  First  of  his  Many,  we  have 
also  some  perception  now,  though  this  First  itself  has 
not  5’et  e.xactly  announced  itself  Suppose  Hegel,  in 
quest  of  this  First,  &c.,  to  adopt  the  hint  of  Kant  and 
take  the  text-books  of  Ontology  in  his  hand,  or  sup- 
po.se  him  to  inspect  the  derivative  categories — all  the 
cjitegories,  indeed, — mentioned  by  Kant  himself, — it  will 
not  be  difficult  to  discern  how  it  was  he  Avas  enabled 
to  succeed.  Kant  expressly  states  as  categories,  Daseyn 
and  Xichtseyn,  or  Being  and  Non-being ; and  he  also 
elscAvhere  suggestively  speculates  in  regard  to  Some- 
thing and  Nothing,  an  ultimate  Abstract,  &c. : it  could 
not  be  difficult,  then,  for  Hegel — Avith  his  eyes  opened 
as  they  noAv  Avere  to  the  general  issue,  by  the  avalisa- 
tion of  the  Logical  Movement  itself — to  .see  that  Seyn 
and  Nichtse3m  Avere  categories  to  be  ranked  under 
Quality, — that  Quality,  as  Ave  have  ourselves  so  very 
clearly  seen,  must  precede  Quantity,  and  that  this  very 
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sub-catogoiy  Seyii  was  itself  tlic  most  abstract  quality 
conceivable.  But  Seyu  being  this  ab.stractest  notion  of 
all.  his  beginning  was  found.  Though  the  Xotion  con- 
stituted the  principle,  he  could  not  make  the  Notion  in 
the  form  of  Notion  the  beginning.  The  Notion  itself 
must  have  a beginning,  and  this  beginning  might  be 
constituted  by  Seyn.  The  Notion  itself  in  its  own  de- 
velopment must  submit  to  the  law  of  its  own  rhythm, 
and  Could  not  appear  on  the  scene  in  any  Minerva-like 
completeness  as  at  once  the  full-formed  Notion.  The 
Notion  itself  mast  begin,  and  must  begin  by  appearing 
under  the  form  of  /fo  own  firel  nioment — nnirer.salitp, 
identity,  or  an  nich,  &c.  But  apj)earing  as  the  absolutely 
limt  univereality,  or  the  absolutely  first  identity,  it  could 
only  appcjir  as  the  pirinial  indejhiitenees  that  is — and 
that  is  pure  Being.  M'hat  is — call  it  the  world,  call  it 
God,  call  it  the  Notion — if  it  began,  could  only  begin 
in  absolute  indefiniteness.  In  fact,it  is  not  ncccs-iaiy  that 
this  indefinitencss  should  ever  have  been — it  is  enough 
that,  if  we  want  what  we  cjill  a beginning,  we  must  begin 
Avith  indefiniteness. — What  is  a beginning  ? A begin- 
ning implies  that  there  at  once  is  and  is  not — and  how 
can  that  be  named  otherwise  than  as  pure  Being,  in- 
definite Being  ? — tliat  what  is,  is — but  as  yet  absolutely 
indefinitely?  This  is  the  true7i(ym/’of  theVoi-stellung — 
primordial  Chaos.  A fandamen,  a fomes,  a oKr,,  a nidi- 
mentuni,  a Gnmdlage,  a groundwork,  a mother-matter, 
is  always  postulated  by  the  Vorstellung ; but  this  postu- 
late translated  into  the  language  of  thought  proper, 
amounts  to  the  indejiiteness  that  is,  or  ])uro  Being. 

But  if  pure  Being  be  the  first,  according  to  the  law 
of  the  Notion,  its  own  opposite,  or  Non-l)eing,  must  be 
the  second,  and  the  third  must  be  a new  simple  that 
concretely  c<jntains  both  ; or  the  third  must  be  a species 
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of  wliidi  tlie  first  is  the  <jenit.%  and  the  second  tlie 
fUfferentia:  but  this  here  is  just  every  J3eeom- 

in<f  at  once  is  and  is  not,  or  is  at  once  Being  and 
Non-being.  Here,  tlien,  is  tlie  absolutely  first  triad,  the 
absolutely  first  form  of  the  always  tri-une  Notion  ; or 
here  is  the  absolutely  germinal  cell ; it  is  impossible  to 
go  further  back  than  to  the  absolute  indcliniteness 
that  at  once  is  and  is  not,  but  becomes.  It  is  an  error 
on  our  ]>art  to  have  a dilliculty  here,  and  to  stultify  our- 
selves with  the  Vorstelhmug  of  a Substrate,  of  a Some- 
tliiinj  that  was  this  indefiniteness.  In  one  sense  that  is 
not  requisite,  as  it  is  here  Logic  that  we  have  before  us 
— as  it  is  here  with  thoughts  onl}g  and  not  with  things, 
that  we  have  to  do.  But  if  we  want  a Substrate,  that 
we  possess  in  Thought.  Thought  is  and  Thought  is  all 
tliat  is  (or  the  Notion),  and  the  first  form  was  inde- 
linitene.ss,  but  an  indefmitene.ss  that  still  was.  Or  take 
it  otherwise,  there  actually  is,  there  really  is,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  of  that ; there  really  is  this  variegated 
universe — Jupitei-s,  and  belts  of  Saturn,  and  double 
stars,  and  the  sun,  and  the  earth  ; Barclay’s  porter, 
Hook’s  patent  cofiee-roaster,  and  what  not:  avcII,  the 
beginning  of  all  that — if  ever  there  was  a beginning — 
must  have  been  in  an  indefinite  One,  the  only  name  for 
which  could  be  pure  Being.  Let  anyone  turn  and 
twist  it  as  he  may,  he  will  find  no  other  i.ssue.  Hegel’s 
beginning,  then,  is  true,  not  only  to  the  principles  of 
Kant,  not  only  to  the  requirements  of  Ijogic,  or  to  those 
of  this  new  logical  Notion  generalised  by  Hegel  out  of 
Kant,  but.it  is  true  also  to  the  nature  of  fixets  such  as 
we  sec  and  know  them. 

Surely,  this  was  an  immense  success  for  Hegel. 
Having  jvaliscd  Logic,  and  seen  it  to  be  the  essential  all 
— having  discovered  the  Notion  itself — to  have  also 
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discovered  the  absolutely  initial  form,  not  only  of  that 
notion,  but  just  of  the  facts  around  us  as  any  peasant 
may  see  them ! 

Being,  Non-being,  Becoming!  Here  is  the  trinity 
as  it  must  have  been — in  its  beginning ! 

Again,  from  the  JYalLsation  of  Logic,  it  followed  that 
Logic  would  be  the  vital  pulse  in  every  .sphere — that 
eveiy  sphere,  in  short,  would  be  but  a form,  but  a 
ineta[)hor,  but  a Vorstellung  of  Logic ; but,  this  being 
so,  liistory  itself  Avould  have  to  submit  to  the  same 
trutli,  history  itself  would  present  in  its  jirocess  only  a 
development  of  Digic.  But  limiting  ourselves  in  history 
to  the  history  of  Ijogic  itself,  we  should  expect  to  iind 
even  this  special  hi.stoiy  following  the  same  laws.  The 
first  s])ccial  logicians,  then,  would  in  this  (aise  be  found 
historically  to  be  engaged  with  Seyn,  Nichtseyn,  Wcrden, 
«fcc.  On  inquiry,  Hegel  found  all  this  true  to  fact : all 
this  is  represented  in  the  Greek  thinkers  that  precede 
Socrates.  Nay,  all  this  is  true  up  to  the  present  instant: 
for  the  Notion  itself  only  emerged  an  sieh  (the  Moment 
of  Sini|)le  Apprehension)  in  Kant,  became  fiir  sick  or 
agnised  into  its  difl’erences  (the  Moment  of  Ur-theil)  in 
Fichte  and  Schelling,  and  transformed  itself  to  an  und 
fiir  ftich  (the  Moment  of  Schlus.s)  in  Ilegel.  This  is 
iinother  reason  why,  though  the  Notion  w:is  the  bottom 
truth,  no  beginning  could  be  made  with  it  in  that  form: 
to  have  attem])ted  thi.s,  would  have  been  to  stultify 
liistory.  It  is  in  history  that  we  have  series  which 
demand  beginnings ; and  as  regards  Logic,  it  is  in 
histoiy  that  we  must  find  its  beginning  also.  Thus  is 
it  that  Hegel  was  driven  to  a profound  study  of  thought 
sus  it  has  Iiistorically  appeared,  and  the  result  of  this 
study  was  to  confirm  him  in  the  sequence  of  the  logical 
series  which  he  contemiilatcd. 
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We  may  safely  hold  now,  then,  that  the  fii'st  ques- 
tion— How  it  was  that  Hegel  was  led  to  begin  as  he 
did — is  fiiirlj’  answered.  We  see  at  once  the  nature  of 
his  one — the  nature  of  his  many — the  nature  of  his 
first — and  where  and  how  he  got  them. 

2.  What  does  Ueyel  mean  by  these  very  strange, 
novel,  and  apparently  senseless  statements? — This  pre- 
sents now  no  difficulty.  So  much  of  the  answer  has  passed 
into  what  precedes,  however,  or  must  be  reserved  for 
what  follows,  that  very  little  is  left  us  to  say  under  the 
present  head. 

The  indefinite  Immediate  seems  a strange  phrase ; 
but  what  else  can  be  said  of  pure  Being,  but  that  it  is 
the  indefinite  Immediate  ? There  is  an  immediate  to 
us — we  are — there  is  something  present  to  us  : now, 
if  we  take  no  note  of  any  particidarity  in  this  that  is 
present  to  us,  but  generalise  all  particularities  into 
their  common  one, — what  we  reach  is  indefinite,  but 
it  is  still  immediate.  Being  is  not  annihilated  by 
the  abstraction,  there  still  is ; and  what  is,  when  we 
absolutely  abstract  from  all  particularity,  is  just  the 
indefinite  Immediate.  The  result  of  such  abstraction 
is  but  the  void  self-identical  faculty ; or  it  is  just  thought 
gone  into  its  own  indefinite  blank  where  it  will  see 
none  and  have  none  of  its  own  constituent  distinctions. 
But  anything  like  a personal  reference — any  thought 
of  any  individual’s  special  faculty — destroys  the  abstrac- 
tion. Being  is  just  what  is  when  everj'thing  is  abstracted 
from — the  absolute  universal  of  all  particulars : and 
Being  surely  is  just  that  one  thing  in  which  all  par- 
ticulars concur.  Whatever  is,  is,  or  is  Being ; that  is, 
Being  is  common  to  everything.  In  this  abstraction, 
it  is  evident  that  we  are  qiute  freed  from  any  question 
of.  an  inner  principle  whence  this  Being  might  arise. 
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IiKlcfmito  Being  brings  Avith  it  no  such  want ; or  iiulo- 
fuiitc  Being,  as  the  materia  communis,  is  felt  to  be 
tills  principle  itself.  Being  is  just  indefinitely  What  is ; 
and,  as  Ave  knoAv  that  there  is  a — definitely  What  is, — 
Avc  knoAv  that  AA’hat  indefinitely  is,  is  just  the  fundamen 
and  tout-ensemble  of  all  that  definitely  is.  All  that 
requires  to  be  undeisitood  in  the  paragraph  that  regards 
Seyn  Avill  noAV  be  perfectly  intelligible.  Other  tenns 
not  as  yet  noticed,  haA’e  their  places  elscAAdierc. 

W<3  may  add  only,  that  jbi  sich  is  perhaps  the  best 
term  for  the  initial  identity,  the  initial  indefinite  poten- 
tiality, AA'hich,  if  a begimiing  is  required  at  all,  must  be 
attached  as  beginning  to  the  Notion.  The  Notion  as 
indefinite  identity  is  in  the  moment  of  Simple  Appre- 
hension ; though  Sinqile  Ap[)rehension,  as  form,  is  itself 
much  later  in  tlie  series  of  dev’clojiments ; and  as  inde- 
finite identity  the  Notion  may  bo  corrcctlj^  described 
as  simply  an  sich,  simply  in  itself,  simply  A irtual,  or 
potential,  or  implicitcr.  But  this  is  just  pure  Seyn  : 
j)ure  Being  is  nothing  more  and  nothing  less  than 
simply  the  Notion  an  sich,  or,  if  yoii  like,  the  notion 
of  an  sich.  But,  in  obedience  to  the  hiAA's  of  What  is, 
identity  must  pa.ss  into  difference.  Simple  Apprehen- 
sion must  become  Judgment,  the  BegrilT  must  sunder 
its  be-griped-ncss  into  the  ^)«r/-ing  Avhich  is  the  Urtheil; 
the  An  sich  must  aAA'ake  into  Fiir  sich.  Thus  is  it  that 
AVC  see  hoAv  Fiir  sich  becomes  applicable  to  the  second 
step  : Fiir  sich  refers  to  a certain  amount  of  conscious- 
ne.ss ; recognition  is  implied  ; and  recognition  is  a result 
of  distinction,  of  difference. — Against  this  appropriation 
of  Fiir  sich  for  the  second  moment  of  the  uniA’cr.sal 
]>idse,  Ave  knoAV  tliat  many  objections  may  be  urged 
iVom  the  usage  of  Hegel  himself.  Even  in  the  table  of 
contents,  for  example,  avc  see  Fursichseyn  })laced  as  the 
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resuming  momont  of  Eeason.  Xor  is  it  an  alTair  of  place 
only;  for  we  know  that  Fiirsicliseyn  denotes  the  col- 
lapse of  all  [larticnlarity  into  singularity.  Neither  is 
this  the  only  ex.ainple  of  a similar  usage.  Nevertheless, 
we  believe  that  we  are  right  in  the  main,  and  that  even 
the  exceptions  will  give  little  pause  to  the  student  who 
is  anything  imtmit.  The  very  chapter  in  Hegel  which 
is  specially  entitled  FUrsichseyn  is  devoted  to  the  evolu- 
tion of  the  One  and  the  Man}*,  with  a view  to  the  tran- 
sition of  Quality  into  Quantity.* — The  third  step  now 
Ls  readily  intelligible  as  the  stage  of  an  and  fiir  xich. 

3.  What  can  be  intended  by  the.se  seemingly  silly  and 
absurd  transitions  of  Being  into  Nothing,  and  again 
of  both  into  Becoming  ? — Well  now,  there  is,  after  all, 
no  gi'eat  difTiculty  here.  Suppose  we  define  Nothing, 
how  othenvise  can  we  define  it  than  as  the  absence 
of  all  distinguishableness,  that  is,  of  every  discrimen 
whatever?  But  the  absence  of  every  recognisable 
discrimen  whatever  is  just  the  absence  of  all  par- 
ticularity, and  the  absence  of  all  particidarity  is 
but  the  abstraction  from  all  jmrticnlarity — pure  Be- 
ing! Pure  Being  and  pure  Nothing,  then,  are  there- 
fore identical.  Pure  Seyii  can  be  no  othenvise  defined 
than  pure  Nichts:  Seyu  like  Nichts,  and  Nichts  like 
Siyn — each  is  the  absence  of  all  distinguishableness, 
or  of  every  recognisable  discrimen  whatever.  Did 


* Hejrel  says  (Lopric,  vol.  ii. 
p.  5),  < it  is  Bein^r-in-and-for-itsolf, 
that  is  to  say,  it  di/-/erencps  the 
sigiiificates  which  it  contains  in 
iUcIf ; hecnusc  it  is  llcpulsion  of 
iudf  fr«)m  itself,  or  indiircrence  to 
itself,  npffatiiv  reforence  to  itself,  it 
sets  itself  opposite  itself,  and  is  in- 
finite Ueinp’-for-siOf  only  so  far  as 
it  is  uniti/  with  iUetf  in  this  its 


dif-ferpnee  from  itself*  Tliis  is, 
beyond  mi-^take,  an  identification 
of  the  Moment  of  irnterechied  with 
that  of  Fiir  sich.  Tlepel  in  jirac- 
tire  is  not  strict,  however:  Fiir- 
sichseyn,  even  in  this  pape,  is 
spoken  of  as  Totality,  that  is,  as 
An-und-Fiirsiclhseyn.  However  it 
may  l)c,  my  proposition  is  alh»w- 
ablo. 
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j'ou  take  up  anything,  and  call  it  pure  Scyn,  and  yet 
point  to  a diacrimen  in  it,  you  would  only  be  deceiv- 
ing j’ourself,  and  speaking  erroneously  ; for  in  pure 
Seyn  there  can  be  no  discrimen.  Scyn  must  be  uni- 
versid,  and  any  discrimen  would  at  once  particu- 
larise it.  Thus,  then.  Pure  Being  and  Pure  Nothing 
are  absolutely  identical — they  are  absolutely  indis- 
tinguishable. It  is  useless  to  say  Nothing  is  Nothing, 
but  Being  is  Something  : Being  is  not  more  Something 
than  Nothing  i.s.  We  admit  Nothing  to  exist;  Nothing 
is  an  intelligible  distinction ; we  talk  of  thinking 
Nothing  and  of  perceiving  Nothing : in  other  words. 
Nothing  is  the  abstraction  from  eveiy  discrimen  or 
particularity.  But  an  abstraction  from  every  discrimen, 
does  not  involve  the  destruction  of  every  or  any  dis- 
criineu  : all  diseriinina  still  exist ; in  Nothing  we  have 
simply  withdrawn  into  indefinitencss.  This  Nothing, 
then,  of  oui-s  still  implies  the  formed  or  definite  world. 
Precisely  this  is  the  value  of  Pure  Being  : when  we 
have  realised  the  notion  Pure  Being,  we  have  simply 
retired  into  the  abstraction  from  all  discrimina,  but 
these — for  all  our  abstraction  and  retirement — still  are. 
Pure  Being  and  Pure  Nothing,  then,  point  each  to  the 
absolutely  same  abstraction,  the  absolutely  same  retire- 
ment. In  both,  in  fact.  Thought,  for  the  nonce,  has 
turned  its  back  on  all  its  own  discrimina ; for  Thought 
is  all  that  is,  and  all  discrimina  are  but  its  own.  In 
tact,  both  Being  and  Nothing  are  abstractions,  void 
aijstractions,  and  the  voidast  of  all  abstractions,  for 
they  are  just  the  ultimate  abstractions.  Neither  is  a 
concrete  ; neither  is,  if  we  may  say  so,  a reale.  What, 
then,  w — What  aetii  is — in  point  of  tact  is — is  neither 
the  one  nor  the  other ; Init  everything  that  is,  is  a 
rrCvoXov,  a composite,  of  both.  This  is  remarkable — 
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that  the  formed  world  should  hang  between  the  hooks 
of  two  invisible  abstractions,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
that  every  item  of  tlie  formed  world  should  be  but  a 
(T'jvoXov  of  these  two  invisible  abstractions.  We  can- 
not handle  Being  here  and  Nothing  there,  as  we  might 
this  stone  or  that  wood  ; yet  both  stone  and  wood  are 
composites  of  Being  and  Nothing : they  both  are  and 
arc  net— and  this  in  more  senses  than  one.  They  are — 
that  is,  they  participate  in  Being.  They  are  distinguish- 
able, they  involve  difference ; dillercnce  implies  negation : 
that  is,  they  participate  in  Non-being.  The  stone  is  not 
the  wood,  tlie  wood  is  not  the  stone : each,  tlierefore,  if 
it  i%  also  is  not.  Again,  neither  the  one  nor  the  other 
is,  any  two  consecutive  moments,  the  same ; each  is  but 
a Werden,  but  a Becoming.  A day  will  come  when 
botli  the  one  and  the  other,  both  this  wood  and  that 
stone,  will  have  disappeared ; their  existence  was  a 
process,  then — eveiy  instant  of  their  existence  was  a 
change,  and  it  took  the  sum  of  these  changes  to 
acconi[)lish  tlicir  disappearance.  All  here  is  mortal — 
nothing  is  twice  tlie  same — no  man  ever  passed  twice 
tlirough  the  same  street.  This,  then,  is  the  truth  of 
Being  and  Nothing : neither  is ; what  is,  is  only  their 
union — and  that  is  Becoming;  for  Becoming  is  Nothing 
passing  into  Being,  or  Being  passing  into  Nothing.  This 
will  probably  suffice  to  guide  the  student  who  can  and 
will  think,  in  the  proper  direction  to  gain  his  own 
repose  as  regards  these  seemingly  silly  transitions. 

One  word  may  still  be  added  advantageously, 
however,  in  reference  to  the  difference  of  Being  and 
Nothing ; for,  absolutely  identical,  they  arc  still  abso- 
lutely different : in  them,  indeed,  the  two  sides  which 
obtain  throughout  the  universe  have  reached  their 
absolute  and  direct  antithesis.  In  Being,  Thought  is. 
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willhxily — in  Nothing,  Thought  is,  unwiUinylii — in 
alistraction  from  all  particularity.  Being  is  the  iub 
that  sees  itself  just  emptied  ; Nothing  is  this  same 
tub  that  •would  now  sec  itself  I'efdled.  Thought  is 
well  pleased  to  find  itself  in  Being ; but  in  indefmite- 
ness  (Nothing)  it  is  uneasy ; it  has  a want,  it  craves — 
cra\-es,  in  short,  to  have  definiteness,  particularity, 
dilTerence, — craves  to  know  and  to  see  itself — to  know 
and  to  see  its  own  distinctions,  its  own  discriniina  : and 
this  evolution  of  Thought’s  own  self  to  Thought’s 
own  self,  what  is  it  but  the  universe  ? Thus  is  it  that 
Thought  is  the  pure  Negativity,  and  -sets  its  own 
Negative. — which  is  the  Object.  Thus  is  it  that 
Thought  does  not  remain  indefinite,  but  jiresses  for- 
ward, according  to  its  own  rhythm,  to  the  revelations 
of  History'  and  Existence.  This  is  another  curt  formula 
for  what  llegel  would : it  corresponds  exactly  to  his 
phrase  in  regard  to  Reason  makhuj  itself  f 'tir  sick  that 
which  it  is  an  sich.  It  is  well  worth)'  of  observation, 
too,  that  the  second  moment  of  the  one  throb,  the  one 
pulse,  that  which  corresponds  to  the  Ur-theil,  is  one  of 
pain.  The  Ur-theil,  which  is  a breaking  asunder  into 
the  differences,  is  but  as  a throe  of  labour  : the  evo- 
lution of  Existence  is  but  the  Absolute  in  travail. 
Daseyn  is  but  a continual  birth — and  birth  is  pain.  So 
it  is  that  he  errs  mightily  who  .seeks  in  life  as  life 
repose:  life  as  life  is  monstration  and  jirobation — 
movement — difference;  repose  is  reachable  only  in 
elevation  over  the  finite  ])articulars  which  emerge — 
or  rather  only  in  the  reference  of  these  to  that  Affir- 
mation of  which  they  are  but  the  Negative.  That 
there  should  be  pain  in  Nothing,  then,  and  that  this 
pain  should  be  the  fount  of  movement,  we  can  now 
undersUmd.  The  difl’erence  between  Being  and  No- 
thing, in  fact,  is  but  that  Being  is  the  iuqdiealion  of 
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all  particularity,  and  Xotliing  the  abstraction  from 
all  particularity.  It  is  obvious,  theu,  that  though,  so 
to  speak,  the  middle  is  always  the  same  (and  tlie 
middle  is  the  matter  held,  which  here  is  in  both  cases 
indefniiteness,  ami  precisely  the  same  indelinitene.ss,  for 
implication  of  all  particularity  is  the  same  Inhalt  u.s 
abstraction  from  alt  particularity),  the  extremes  diiler; 
or,  that  though  Being  and  Xothing  are  statements  of 
preci.sely  the  same  thing,  the  one  is  an  alTirmative 
statement,  while  the  other  is  a negative  one.  In  fact, 
we  can  conceive  both  Being  and  Xothing  as  possessing 
two  sides.  There  is  a side  in  Being  in  which  it  is 
Xothing : and  again  there  is  a side — definite  existence 
being  always  involved — where  it  is  Being.  So  it  is 
with  Xothing  : even  as  Xothing,  definite  existence  is 
still  involved ; and  so  it  has  jireciscly  the  same  two 
sides  as  Being.  In  short,  each  constitutes  the  middle 
and  the  extremes  of  which  we  have  just  spoken  ; and 
their  diflerence  lies  in  this — that  in  the  one,  the  one 
extreme  is  accentuated,  and  in  the  other,  the  other. 

4.  What  does  the  whole  thimj  amount  to — or  ichat  is 
the  value  of  the  whole  business? — Under  the  three  pre- 
vious (juestions,  we  have  already  had  to  deal  w'ith  some 
considerations  which  tend  to  throw  light  on  this  ques- 
tion also.  It  represents  nevertheless,  perhaps,  the  very 
greatest  dilliculty  which  every  one  feels  on  his  first 
introduction  to  the  system  of  Hegel.  What  is  all  this 
to  do  for  me  ? — what  is  it  intended  to  explain  ? — in 
what  way  is  the  general  mysterj’-  rendered  any  less  by  it  ? 
Such  questions  occur  to  everyone.  All  these  abstract 
terms  are  mere  Ibrmalities,  one  feels,  and  one  is 
tempted  to  exclaim.  What  influence  can  be  allowed  any 
such  formalities  in  questions  that  concern  the  origin  of 
this  so  solid,  real,  and  substantial  univtTse  ? It  is  to 
be  said  at  once,  that  the  light  of  the  whole  can  never 
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be  seen  at  the  first  step : liow  can  one  link,  and  tliat 
the  first  one,  give  in.sight  into  the  entire  reaeli  of  that 
Avhich  issues  as  an  immense  organic  whole  ? Such  vast 
consummation  can  never  be  expected  to  be  intelligible 
in  the  beginning,  in  the  same  way  as  in  the  end.  It 
is  this  consideration  which  seems  to  actuate  Hegel ; 
who,  in  general,  vouclrsafes  abundantly  scornful,  dry, 
abstract  allu.sion,  but  never  one  word  of  jilain,  straight- 
forward, concrete  explanation.  Information  in  Hegel 
is,  for  the  most  part,  but  a disdainful  abstruse  rilint] 
of  us.  We,  however — from  what  we  know  already 
of  h’xs  j^rocecUs  hitherto,  and  of  his  aims  gcnerall)’, — 
can  luckily  helj)  ourselves. 

We  have  seen,  then,  from  accurate  insight  into  the 
Categories  of  Kant,  that  the  probability  is,  that  aU 
that  is,  is  but  a form  of  the  one  movement  of  thought, 
of  the  one  logical  throb,  which  is  the  Notion.  This 
is  much.  The  substantiality  of  the  outer  world  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  to  come  in,  as  it  were,  !is  a stum- 
bling-block liere.  The  outer  world  is  but  outer,  the 
inner  but  inner : thcj’^  are  equally  ideal.  Thought  is 
the  organic  whole  of  its  own  discrimiiia  : these  are  in 
spheres ; outer  and  inner  are  two  such  : outer  and 
inner,  in  short,  exist  in  mutual  reciprocit}’,  and  the 
one  is  no  less  sub.stantial  than  the  other,  or  they  are 
con.substJintial.  But  what  do  we  mean  by  substan- 
tiality as  Ave  ordinarily  object  it?  It  refers  to  matter, 
to  solidity,  to  thingity  ; substantiality  means  a basis  of 
somewhat,  &c.  &c.  If  we  Avill  but  look  close,  how- 
ever, we  shall  find  that  all  this  means  only  individual- 
isation or  self-reference  : to  thought  its  own  discrimiiia 
are ; this  is  self-reference  — self-reference  is  Being. 
If  thought  distinguishes  its  own  discrimiiia  from  itself, 
and  gives  them  self-reference,  then  they  are : but 
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when  tliey  also  outwardly  are,  then  tlie  discrimination 
becomes  more  absolute,  then  the  distinction  becomes  a 
cJiastn — then  the  self-reference  has  grown  substjmtial, 
and  one  seems  to  have  before  one  only  isolated,  self- 
complete,  self-substantial  immediates.  Not  a whit  on 
that  account  are  tliey  more  substantial  than  the  inner, 
however.  Nay,  the  inner  is  their  truth,  the  inner  is 
the  genuine  substantiality ; and  they  themselves  are 
but  transitory  forms,  a jirey  to  the  contingency  of  the 
Notion  in  exteraality  to  its  own  self. 

I'he  Notion,  then,  is  the  real  substantiality  of  the 
Universe  ; and  fte  first  forms,  however  formal  they  may 
.seem,  are  the  actual  First,  the  actual  beginning.  You 
think  of  sand,  and  earth,  and  mud,  and  clay  ; but  you 
have  no  basiness  to  think  of  sand,  and  earth,  and  mud, 
and  clay  here.  Where  thought  as  thought  is  con- 
cerned, it  is  absurd  to  apply  the  category  of  natural 
canmlity\  and  with  a little  patience  5'ou  may  find  sand, 
and  earth,  and  mud,  and  clay  themselves  actually 
reduced  to  the  Notion,  and  held  thereof.  Natural 
causality  itself  is  but  the  Notion --the  Notion,  how- 
ever, in  a peculiar  sphere : instead  of  the  Notion, 
then,  being  submiss  to  Causality,  it  is  Causality  that 
must  submit  to  the  Notion,  from  which,  indeed,  it 
derives  all  its  own  virtue. 

Once  for  all,  the  triad.  Being,  Non-being,  Becoming, 
is  the  tortoise  of  the  univei’se,  and  the  elephant  of  the 
same  may  rest  secure  on  it : that  triad  is  the  abstractest 
form,  and  so  the  most  rudimentaiy  form,  of  the  living 
concrete  Notion,  which  is  the  soul  and  centre  of  the 
All.  Thought  is,  and  we  can  go  no  further  back  than 
to,  we  can  begin  no  sooner  than  with,  its  own  abso- 
lutely indefinite  identity,  which  is  pure  Being.  But 
thought  that  apprehends  itself  as  Being,  judyes  itself 
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Nothing,  and  reanons  itself  into  Becoming.  (Ileason 
is  the  Ver-nunft,  from  ver-nehmeii  = transsumere.) 
The  earliest  BegrifT  (Seyn)  parts  into  the  earliest 
Urtheil  (Nichts),  and  resumes  itself  in  the  new  one 
of  the  earliest  Schluss  (Werden).  This  will  be  found 
to  bo  even  historically  correct.  There  is  nothing  un- 
usually strange  in  this : consider  that  you  youi’self 
are,  that  existence  is,  and  you  will  see  a strangeness — 
just  in  this,  that  there  should  be  such  a state  of  the 
case  at  all — to  be  matter  of  fact,  which  is  at  least  not 
in  any  respect  le.<s  striking  than  that  of  the  Ilegelian 
proeediu'e.  To  subjective  thought.  Being  is  an  abso- 
lutely necessary  idea  ; and  to  objective  thought  it  is 
equally  necessary,  for  before  our  existence  could  be — 
and  our  existence  is  — Being  must  have  been  thought. 
But  in  either  case,  the  further  process  of  transition  to 
Nothing  and  to  Becoming  is  also  necessary.  A pri- 
mordial slime  in  a primordial  Time  and  Space  is  the 
very  anility  or  infantility — extremes  meet — of  thought : 
it  is  but  the  crude  Voi-stellung  of  a crude  babe.  Thought 
is  the  prius  of  all ; and  these.  Being,  Non-being,  &c., 
are  the  absolutely  necessary  categories  that  underlie 
Existence. 

It  will  be  seen  now,  then,  that  the  en’or  of  the 
reader  in  regard  to  the  simple  paragi’aphs  of  our  text, 
is  that  he  thinks  too.  much,  rather  than  too  little.  He 
comes  to  them  Avith  a mind  that  teems  Avith  prejudices, 
presuppositions,  crude  figurate  conceptions  (Vorstel- 
lungen),  what  are  called  formed  opinions,  and  so  forth ; 
and  he  is  not  at  all  prepared  to  see  the  beginning  taken 
in  Avhat  seems  to  him  so  ca\"alier  a fa.shion — Nothing, 
Avithout  more  ado,  set  doAvn  as  Being  — and  thus  by 
the  Jesuitical  juggle  of  a logical  jiresto,  a.s  it  Averc, 
gene-sis  asserted  and  the  Avorld  begun.  What  is  here. 
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however,  is  not  genesis  in  that  sense;  what  is  licre  is 
abstraction,  generalisation ; what  is  here  is  logical ; 
tliere  is  no  attempt  to  create  a single  dust-atom.  The 
reader,  moreover,  has  no  business  to  specidate,  to  guess 
and  guess,  to  conjecture  and  conjecture ; he  has  no 
business  to  sweat  Ijimself  into  a supposed  meaning,  by 
the  earnest  attempt  to  see  through  a mill-stone  of  his 
own  devising : he  has  no  business,  in  short,  but  simply 
to  take  up — what  is  there  before  him. 

There  is  a subjective  Logic  iu  which  we  learn  about 
terms,  propositions,  syllogisms,  &c. ; but  there  ought  also 
to  be  an  objective  Ligic  in  wliich  we  shall  learn  about 
the  secret  criteria  which  we  apply  to  objects,  the  levers 
by  which  we  grasp  them,  and  characterise  them,  and 
make  them  familiar  to  us.  For  there  are  such  criteria, 
there  are  such  levers  ; and  the  truth  in  their  regard  is, 
that  we  at  present  know  them  not ; tliat  they  are  not  the 
tools  of  us,  but  we  ratlier  are  the  tools  of  them.  A 
complex  or  complement  of  some  kind,  for  example,  is 
brought  for  our  examination.  At  first  it  is  but  an  unin- 
telligible mass  ; but  at  length  we  understand  it.  Now, 
to  understand  it,  what  have  we  done  ? We  have  simjdy 
beset  it,  or  transfixed  it,  or  supphed  it  with  categories, 
llather,  what  it  was,  it  is  no  longer ; Avhat  it  was,  has 
di.sappeared  ; it  is  now  a simple  system — a simple  con- 
geries of  categories.  The  stuff'  has  entirely  vanished ; 
the  whole  mass  and  matter  has  been  converted  into 
thought.  What  then  is  valuable  — what  then  is  true 
in  the  object,  is  these  levers  and  criteria  — not  of  its 
judgment  only,  but  actually  of  its  convemion  and  trans- 
formation. There  is  nothing  left  in  it  which  is  not 
thought ; for  the  other,  which  ajipears,  or  which  we 
opine  in  it,  is  nothing  as  against  thought — against  the 
thought,  that  is,  into  which  it  has  been  transformed. 
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Cause,  effect,  relation,  principle,  es.seuce,  true  nature, 
quality,  action,  reaction,  force,  iuiluence,  &c.  &c. — 
such  are  the  secret  criteria,  or  tools,  or  levers  we  applj*. 
Now,  just  to  discover  and  explain  all  these,  this  is  the 
business  of  the  Logic  of  Hegel ; and  it  is  tlius  very 
plain  how  that  Logic,  if  a complete  co-articulated 
system  of  these,  must  jiust  be  in  simple  truth  the  crystid 
of  the  universe.  Being,  Nothing,  Becoming,  then,  are 
but  three  of  these  levers ; and  is  it  not  a truth  that 
we  characterise,  and  determine,  and  finish  off  whole 
columns  of  facts  with  such  predicates  as  these  ? But 
have  we  ever  looked  at  these  predicates  tliemselves  ? 
have  we  ever  inquired  into  their  own  nature,  or 
into  their  relative  connexion  ? have  we  ever  satisfied 
ourselves  of  the  conditions  of  their  authority?  The 
Materialist  is  a man  that  will  have  no  nou.sense,  see 
you;  he  will  look  at  fiicts  only;  even  when  he  has 
stuck  each  fact,  like  a pincushion,  so  full  of  the  needles 
and  pins  of  his  own  brain  that  notliing  but  these  any 
longer  shows,  he  actually  believes  himself  to  be  still 
contemplating  the  fact.  Tlie  Materialist,  in  fact,  is  but 
the  prey  of  a thousand  little  imps  within  him,  whom 
he  sees  not.  Unknown  to  himself,  in  truth,  the  Higic 
of  Hegel  is  all  there  within  his  skull.  The  difference 
between  him  and  Hegel  is  this  : from  Hegel  it  issues 
pure,  and  in  system,  and  as  it  is ; from  the  Materialist 
it  issues  in  that  miscellaneous  mass  or  mess  (Gebriiu), 
named  b)^  Hegel  raisonnernent,  blindly,  irregularly,  rhap- 
sodically,  not  as  it  is,  but  as  it  is  opined  — about  eames, 
and  conditions,  and  essential,  and  accidental,  &c.  &c. 

But  the  Materiahst  is,  in  tliis  respect,  no  wor.se  than 
the  great  body  of  mankind  at  present.  Wo  all  fancy. 
Be  ing,  Nothing,  One,  Many,  &c.,  so  plain  in  their  mean- 
ings, that  there  is  no  need  of  investigating  them.  Every- 
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l)0(ly,  we  say,  knows  perfectly  what  nothing  is,  per- 
fectly what  it  is  to  he,  and  perfectly  what  it  is  to  become. 
Or  again,  we  may  conceive  the  most  of  us  to  say,  if  we 
did  not  know  what  they  are,  in  what  respect  have  the 
jiaragraphs  of  the  text  improved  our  knowledge  ? Are 
we  to  swallow  such  statements  for  information  seriou.sly 
meant  ? Do  you  really  ask  us  to  believe  that  Being  is 
Nothing;  or  that  because  Being  is  Nothing,  or  Nothing 
Being,  tliere  is  anything  Become  ? Why,  the  singing 
of  the  tea-kettle  is  something  infinitely  more  substantial, 
something  infinitely  more  instructive,  than  any  such 
barren  nonsense  of  empty  verbiage,  call  it  philosophy, 
metaphysic,  logic,  or  by  whatever  other  fine  name  you 
will ! Nay,  why  .should  we  accompany  you  further  ? 
With  such  a foundation,  what  are  we  to  expect?  If, 
indeed,  we  grant  you  that  Being  is  Nothing,  what  can 
we  expect?  Can  such  demand  on  our  credulity  be 
aught  else  than  a preparation  for  sojihistry,  legerde- 
main, imposture,  falsc'hood  ? 

Such  objections,  in  fact,  at  first  hand,  cannot  be  taken 
amiss.  Hegel  receives  them,  in  general,  with  his  peculiar 
and  terrible  sneer,  and,  on  the  whole,  simply  allows 
the  System  itself  to  answer  them.  For  our  part,  we 
tiTist  that  a sufficient  answer  will  be  found  in  what  pre- 
cedes. One  tuiTi  more,  however,  and  we  have  done 
with  Being  and  Nothing,  and  this  whole  matter  of  a 
beginning. 

C3  O 

In  dealing  with  objects,  I certainly  use  sundiy  inner 
distinctions  ; objects,  in  fact,  obey  these  distinctions  : 
it  were  well,  then,  if  we  knew  these  distinctions  and  the 
system  of  them,  if  there  be  a system  of  them.  In  regard 
to  everj"  object  that  presents  itself,  we  say,  for  example, 
it  in.  Tlic  pen  is,  the  paper  is,  the  thought  is,  the  feel- 
ing is : now  the  pen  is  the  pen,  the  paper  is  the  papei’. 
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tlic  tliouglit  is  tlic  tliouglit,  tlic  ibeling  is  tlio  fooling ; 
but  wliiit  is  tlie  is?  Ey  tliis  is,v;c  tlctonninc  them; 
thetj  obey  it.  It  i.s  a soniewliat,  tlierefore,  and  surely 
we  may  allowably  spend  a moment  in  looking  at  it  for 
itself.  In  general,  we  look  at  it  only  for  the  others — 
the  pen,  the  paper,  ifcc.  ; but  suppo.sc  we  look  at  it  now 
for  itself.  Is — Avhatever  first  was,  that  surely  was  the 
first  of  the  first : whatever  came  first — fire,  or  earth, 
or  water,  or  chaos,  or  thought — is  was  the  first  of  it ; 
with  it  /.V,  it  began,  and  till  there  i%  there  can  be  no 
beginning.  Everyone  will  admit  that  What  is,  is. 
Now,  let  him  give  any  meaning  he  likes  to  this  ichat; 
let  him  conceive  it  as  mind,  or  as  matter,  or  as  space, 
or  as  time;  he  will  admit  without  difficult)'  that  he  can 
equally  Avithdraw  this  meaning — mind,  matter,  space, 
time.  Let  him  try,  hoAvevcr,  to  Avithdraw  the  Is,  and 
he  AA'ill  find  it  impossible.  We  AvithdraAv  mind ; still 
there  is  matter,  there  is  space,  there  is  time.  We  Avith- 
draAv  matter;  still  there  is  space,  still  there  is  time.  We 
AvithdraAv  space ; still  there  is  time,  ^^^e  AvithdraAv  time, 
and  still  there  is.  This  is  not  meant  arithmetically — that 
if  I begin  Avith  six  Avords,  and  AvithdraAv  four  of  them, 
tAvo  remain.  This  AvithdraAval  is  meant  to  bo  performed 
by  the  mind  in  earnest  thought,  and  earnestly  occupied 
Avith  its  thought.  It  is  very  ea.sy  not  to  do  this,  it  is 
veiy  easy  to  refuse  to  do  this,  and  it  is  very'  easy  to 
sneer  rather  than  do  this ; but  he  avIio  Avill  do  this — 
there  are  some  foAV,  perhaps,  Avho  cannot  do  this — Avill 
be  obliged  to  admit  that,  let  him  .abstract  and  abstract 
Avhat  he  may,  he  cannot  get  rid  of  the  notion.  Being. 
It  is  ini|)os.siblc  to  reali.se  to  thought  that  there  can 
possibly  be,  or  that  there  could  po.ssiblybe,  an  aKsolutc 
void,  or  rather  the  absolute  void  of  a void  ; for  even  a 
void  itself  Avould  have  to  be  AvithdraAvn,  did  avo  desire 
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to  cfTc'Ct  an  absolute  non  is.  There  is,  is,  or  Isness,  is 
an  absolutely  necessary  thought,  then, — nece.ssary  and 
universal — a category — the  first  category. 

Now,  there  is  no  wish  here  to  go  out  of  Logic.  It  is 
with  Being,  or  Isness,  as  a thought  only  that  we  con- 
cern ourselves.  And  surely  in  signalising  this  abstractest 
of  all  possible  thoughts — this,  then,  in  that  respect,  first 
thouglit  — we  are  not  untruly,  not  fraudulently  em- 
ployed. 

Well,  now,  this  is  a beginning  of  objective  Logic;  this 
principle  of  determination.  Is  or  Being,  is  a thought — an 
ab.solutely  necessary,  universal  thought — and  it  forms 
a necessary  ingredient  in  thought,  and  in  all  charac- 
terisation by  thought.  Of  everything  in  this  universe 
we  must  say  that  it  is : yes,  but  of  everything  in  this 
universe  we  must  say  also  that  it  is  7iot.  This  is  a 
penny,  it  is  7iot  a ha’penny;  it  is  copper,  it  is  not  silver  ; 
it  is  round,  it  is  not  square,  &c.  Ac.  That  it  is  not  is 
as  essential  a principle  of  determination  in  regard  to 
everj’thing  in  this  universe,  as  that  it  is.  In  our  appre- 
hension of  an  object,  affirmation  possesses  not  one  whit 
more  truth,  not  one  whit  more  reality,  not  one  whit 
more  necessity,  than  negation.  An  object,  to  be  ap- 
prehended as  an  object,  requires  to  be  precisely 
apprehended  ; and  precision  is  the  deed  of  negation. 
Non-is,  then,  and  is  are  necessary  correlatives,  are 
necessary  conjuncts,  never  separate,  absolutely  inse- 
parable in  every  act  of  detennination  of  any  kind  ; 
and  determination  constitutes  the  nature  of  the  opera- 
tion of  every  function  we  possess — sense,  understanding, 
imagination,  &c. 

Being  and  Nothing,  then,  are  thus  inseparably  pre- 
sent in  every  concrete ; and  here  in  utter  abstrac- 
tion they  are  inseparable  also : rather,  here  in  utter 
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uhstractiou  they  unite  and  are  the  same.  View  eitlier 
sepanitcly,  and  before  your  very  view — even  as  you 
view — it  j)a.sses  into  the  other.  Nothing  will  not  remain 
nothing,  it  will  not  fix  itself  as  Notlnng,  it  grows  of 
itself  into  there  is.  Nothing  involves  Being,  or  Nothing 
cannot  thouglit  without  the  tliought  of  Being.  Be- 
ing, again,  absolutely  abstract  is  an  absolutely  necessarj' 
thouglit ; but  it  is  cliaracterle.ss,  it  is  nothing.  Think 
abstract  Nothing,  it  introduces  Being ; think  Being,  it 
introduces  Nothing.  But  Nothing  pa.ssing  into  Being 
is  origination  ; Being  passing  into  Nothing  is  decease  ; 
and  both  are  Becoming.  Becoming,  then,  is  that  in 
which  both  Being  and  Nothing  are  contained  in  unity. 
Or  such  is  the  constitution  of  the  absolutely  general 
thought  Becoming ; and  there  can  be  pointed  out  no 
single  actual  ca.se  of  Becoming  in  which  this  constitu- 
tion does  not  ai'curately  display  itself.  These  three 
abstract  thoughts,  each  equally  necessaiy  and  universal, 
are  also  necessarily  and  universally  bound  together, 
therefore.  There  is  no  finite  object  whatever  which  has 
not  received  the  determination  of  each  of  these  three 
thoughts.  Every  finite  object  whatever  truly  is,  every 
finite  object  whatever  truly  is  not,  every  finite  object 
whatever  truly  hecoine.s,  and  becomes  in  one  or  other 
of  the  modes  of  its  double  form.  Nor  does  any  object 
receive  such  determination  from  us ; it  pos.seases  such 
determination  in  its  own  self;  it  has  received  such 
determination  from  God,  it  has  been  so  thowjht  by  God, 
it  has  been  created  by  God  on  and  according  to  these 
thoughts.  Being,  Nothing,  and  Becoming.  These 
thoughts  are  out  there — without  us — in  the  universe, 
and  in  here — within  us — in  the  universe  : they  are 
objective  thoughts  in  obedience  to  which  the  whole  is 
disposed.  They  are  necessary  pressures  or  coinprcs- 


Digitized  by  Google 


QUALITY  ISTERl'RETED,  ETC. 


57 


suros  moulding  the  all  of  things.  They  are  three  of 
God’s  thoughts  in  the  making  of  the  universe. 

There  is  no  necessity,  then,  to  give  these  thoughts 
tlie  peculiar  dialectic  look  of  the  peculiar  abstraction 
of  Ilegel.  They  am  be  approached  and  examined  in 
the  same  analytic  way  in  which  we  approach  and 
examine  all  the  other  denizens  of  the  universe  which 
may  be  submitted  to  us.  Still,  the  more  the  reader 
tliinks  and  the  more  he  looks  at  them,  the  more  will 
he  find  himself  convinced  that  the  brief  paragraphs  of 
the  text  actually  contain  the  whole  matter,  and  really 
perfectly  determine  it : nor  are  we  now  wdthout  the 
means  of  explaining  all  tlie  Hegelian  peculiarities  in  or 
with  wliich  this  wliolo  matter  appeal's.  From  the  light 
we  now  abundantly  possess,  for  example,  we  must  ex- 
pect in  what  is  named  Being,  just  the  elementary  form 
of  the  Begriff,  or — the  BegrilT  an  sich.  What  is  an  sich, 
ju,st  is — abstractlj’  is — that  and  as  yet  no  more.  Now, 
what  is  it  that  most  abstractly  is,  or  what  is  it  that  is 
in  the  most  eminent  manner  a?i  sich  ? Wliy,  .simply  the 
first  thought  that  can  arise.  But  in  its  first  natural 
form — and  we  know  no  other  first — such  thought  arises 
on  Nenmtion.  This  is  in  every  way  the  first.  We  have 
no  business  with  any  world  but  the  world  Ave  knoiv. 
What  is,  is  thought.  This  is  the  Absolute.  But  it  is 
no  absolute  vacuum.  It  is  an  Absolute — distinguished 
in  itself.  This  we  know ; and,  therefore  also,  that  the 
indefinite  impUes  the  definite,  as  the  latter  the  former. 
Our  field,  then,  is  this  Here  of  thought ; in  Avhich  Here 
Sensation  is  the  plienomenal  First — or  Sensation  is  wliat 
is  most  eminently  an  sich.  The  Notion  as  in  Sensation^ 
then,  is  the  first  part  of  L<Jgic,  or — Simple  Appre- 
henMon — just  as  it  has  always  been. 

But  the  first  thought  in  sensation  can  abstract  nothing 
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but  tlie  Avliolly  indefinite  sense  (ratlicr  tlian  tliought) 
of  Being,  Ls,  Am.  The  reflexion  on  Avhich  abstraction 
can  only  be  that  it  is — as  there  is  simply  no  distinction 
in  it — the  simple  Nothing.  But  this  result  is  the  conse- 
quence of  a reflexion  on  the  first  thought,  Being.  But 
such  second  act  is  not  an  act  of  sensation,  of  simple 
apprehension.  It  is  a doubling  back  on  such  act ; it  is 
a thinking  of  the  act  of  simple  apprehension,  a seeking 
to  discriminate  in  it.  But  to  discriminate  is  to  dis- 
tinguish this  as  against  that, — that  is,  to  negate,  to  de- 
velop difl'erences  in  what  was  previously  self-identical. 
This  new  act — reflexion — is  an  act  of  understanding, 
an  act  of  judgment.  The  Nothing,  then,  is  a result  of 
judgment.  In  other  words,  the  Begrifl’  of  Simple 
Apprehension,  which  was  Being,  has  passed  into  the 
Ur-theil  of  Judgment,  which  is  Nothing.  And  this  is 
sufliciently  curious  and  significant,  for  it  is  the  univei'sal 
formula  : On  the  Being — the  satisfixetion,  fullness,  and 
faith — of  Simple  Apprehension,  there  follows  always  the 
Nothing — the  dissixtisfaction,  the  emptiness,  the  doubt 
— of  Understanding  (Judgment)  : Under  the  Or-deal, 
the  Ur-theil,  the  Begriff  breaks  up  and  sunders  from 
its  substantiality — into  the  strife  of  the  difl’erences. 

In  these  two  moments,  xve  may  recognise  also  the 
Kantian  elements  of  a Perception,  the  objectiv'o-sub- 
jective  of  Sensation,  and  the  subjectivo-objective  of  a 
Judgment — or  Affection  receiving  its  meaning,  its  .sense, 
its  objectivity  from  Function.  Only,  in  Hegel,  the  ques- 
tion is  not  of  sensation  as  sensation,  but  of  the  thought 
involved.  Again,  Simple  Apprehension  is  positive,  while 
Judgment  is  negative.  The  former,  too,  seems  passive, 
while  the  latter  is  active.  The  negative,  lastly,  has 
more  relation  to  the  subject,  and  has  greater  claim  to 
be  named  the  subjective  moment : the  first  is  only  an 
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•v/c/i,  the  second  is  fiir  sich.  Tliis,  liowever,  depends 
altogether  on  the  point  of  view : function  seems  more 
subjective,  since  it  is  an  act,  tliougli  the  result  is  ob- 
jective evidence ; but,  again,  affection  is  more  subjective, 
as  yielding  only  subjective  evidence.  There  is  a source 
of  confusion  indicated  here,  as  regards  the  use  of  the 
word  subjective,  which  should  be  borne  in  mind. 

But  neither  has  Nothing  any  distinction  in  it. 
Thought  before  (in  presence  of)  Nothing  can  abstract 
from  it  only  Being.  Thus  being  and  Nothing  are  the 
same.  Bc-ing  and  Nothing  are  inseparable : wherever 
there  is  thought,  there  is  distinction  ; and  wherever 
there  is  distinction,  there  is  and  there  is  not.  And  it 
is  remarkable,  that  even  in  having  recourse  to  Being  as 
Being,  it  is  only  Nothing  we  encounter.  Nothing  is 
the  fruitful  womb  in  which  all  is:  it  is  Nothing  (the 
Negative  round  which  we  build,  or  on  which  we  hang, 
our  Positive)  wdiich  is  the  important  element,  the  very 
sold  and  life  of  what  is.  (Something  of  the  necessary 
dialectic  shows  here,  however.) 

But  this  third  reflexion,  that  Nothing  is  returned  to 
Being,  implies,  like  the  former,  also  its  own  gain. 
Nothing  gone  into  Being  is  Becoming. — It  is  not  meant 
here  to  ,say  that  this  is  a theory  of  generation.  What 
we  have  here  are  thoughts  only.  The  consideration 
of  material  things  does  not  belong  to  Logic  as  Logic. 
Matter  as  Matter  is  apart  from  Ixigic.  What  Ls  here  said 
is,  that  Being  gone  into  Nothing,  or  Nothing  gone  into 
Being — a transition  which  here  takes  place — expresses 
in  two  or  three  words  wdiat  we  express  also  by  the  one 
word  Becoming. — Again,  what  is  the  nature  of  this 
third  reflexion  ? As  the  former  were  Simple  Apprehen- 
sion and  Judgment,  this  is  Eea.son.  Mliat  Avere  sepa- 
rated are  here  brought  together  in  a Schluss.  Judgment 
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stated  a difieronce  ; but  Eea.son  has  here  reconciknl 
identity  and  difference  into  a new  identity.  Eeason, 
then,  has  ended  in  a new  Begriff,  in  a renewed  act 
of  Simple  Apprehension,  on  whicli  Judgment  again 
acting,  develops  the  differences  Origin  and  De<‘ca.se, 
which  Eeason  again  reconciles  into  the  quasi-fixed 
moment  (between  both)  of  Daseyn. 

But  we  have  outstripped  our  text,  and  must  now 
return.  We  liave  now  to  see  in  the  ‘ Eemarks  ’ what 
Hegel  himself  thinks  proper  to  extend  to  us  by  way 
of  explanation.  Perhaps  we  ought  to  have  translated, 
and  included  among  these  Eemarks,  the  dissertation  on 
‘ Wherewith  must  the  beginning,  &c.  be  made,’  which 
precedes  the  opening  of  the  detailed  Logic  ; but  much 
of  the  matter  it  contains  has  already  oozed  out  in 
another  form.  Besides,  Ilegers  explanations  are  seldom 
of  any  use  to  the  uninitiated,  and  are  calculated  as 
much  to  mislead  as  to  guide.  In  the  dissertation 
in  question,  for  example,  Hegel’s  beginning  seems  to 
have  been  conditioned  by  wholly  absolute  considera- 
tions— at  which  we — knowing  the  relativity  of  the 
beginning  to  Kant — can  only  shake  our  head.s — not, 
however,  as  doubting  their  truth,  but  as  intimating 
only  that  Hegel,  had  he  liked,  might  have  led  us  to 
the  house  by  a much  straighter  and  easier  path.  What 
an  incubus  of  labour  might  not  Hegel  have  spared 
us,  had  he  but  let  us  see  him  starting  from  Kant — 
had  he  but  named  his  consequent  realisation  of  Logic 
into  its  one  vital  tri-une  pulse ! But  this  philosophical 
Wolsey  could  not  stomach  the  confession  of  his  debts. 
Instead  of  that,  while  the  reader  is  constantly  misled 
bj’  the  loudest  and  most  unexceptive  reprobation  of  the 
doctrines  of  Kant,  the  merits  of  the  same  are  effectually 
concealed  from  him  by  the  verj-  manner  in  which  they 


Digitized  by  GoogI 


quality  IXTr.RPRETED,  ETC. 


61 


are  expressly  mentioned.  It  Is  only  after  long  initiation 
that  one  comes  to  detect  twinkles  of  a confe.ssion  in 
Hegel,  as  in  that  allusion  ‘ not  unrevenged,’  when 
speaking  of  his  predecessors  (since  Kant)  neglecting 
Logic,  &c.  In  his  explanations,  indeed,  Hegel,  is 
alwaj's  indirect ; he  seeks  abstract  points  of  connex- 
ion, and  avoids  the  concrete  truth : in  fact,  we  are 
rather  abstrusely  sneered  into  light  than  kindlily  and 
directly  led.  One  feels,  indet'd,  almost  savagely  in- 
dignant with  Hegel,  when  one  thinks  of  the  world  of 
labour,  of  the  almost  superhuman  labour,  Avhich  the 
peculiarity  of  his  statement  has  involved.  Had  lie  but 
told  us,  one  thinks  to  oneself, — I was  simply  serious 
witli  the  general  scope  of  Kant — with  his  endeavour  to 
reduce  the  ivhole  human  concrete  under  the  cognitive 
faculties,  to  demonstrate  objectivity  to  be  contained  in 
the  categories,  and  to  exhibit  the  world  of  sense  as 
but  an  externali.sation  and  Vereinzeluiuj  of  the  same  : 
serious  with  these  thoughts,  it  Avas  not  difficult  to 
systematise  and  complete  the  categories ; it  was  not 
difficult  to  place  Xature  as  that  same  system  of  cate- 
goi’ie.s — in  outward  form  ; it  was  not  difficult,  in 
obedience  to  the  general  pidse,  to  set  Spirit  as  re- 
suming in  itself  both  Nature  and  the  Categories  (the 
Logical  Idea) ; and  it  was  not  difficult,  whether  by 
generalising  the  categories,  or  by  fusing  the  cognitive 
facultie.s — Simple  Apprehension  (Sensation),  Judgment, 
Eeason — into  a concrete  one  vitidity,  to  find  that  general 
pulse  which  should  be  the  biisis  and  principle  and 
motive  poAver  of  the  Avhole,  and  Avhich  Kant  himself 
actually  named  Avhen  he  said,  a priori  synthetic  Judg- 
ment. Had  Hegel  but  told  us  this — and  Avhy  did  he  not 
tell  us  this  — of  Avhat  advantage  has  his  reticence  been 
to  any  man — even  to  himself?  But  let  us  turn  noAV  to 
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Remark  1. 

And  let  us,  first  of  all,  consider  anj^  technical  terms 
that  may  seem  in  want  of  a word  of  explanation. 
Beent  is  a translation  of  Scyendes,  and  found  unavoid- 
able. The  reader  rvill  have  remarked  the  quite 
Ilegelian  subtlety,  that  opposition  implies  relation, 
reference,  connexion,  conjunction,  even  in  that  it  is 
opposition.  Wesentlich,  essentially  implies  always  a 
reference  to  the  Ilegelian  Wesen  ; it  may  be  translated 
— as  concenw  the  essential  constitutive  principle.  Sub- 
strate— the  substrate  here  regards  change  ; it  means  the 
subject  of  the  change,  the  something  that  undergoes  the 
change.  There  now  is,  and  again  there  is  not : but  there 
is  a substrate  conceived  under  this  transition : it  appeai-s 
just  two  diflerent  states  of  the  same  something  ; these 
.suites  are  merely  held  asunder  in  time.  This  concep- 
tion of  a substrate  completely  subverts  the  abstrac- 
tion which  llegel  would  have  us  think.  S3'nthetisch 
and  Vorstellend,  synthetically  and  conceptivelj’ — those 
words  deserve  particular  notice.  Conceptivehj  relates 
to  one  of  the  most  important  points  in  llegel, — to  his 
use,  that  is,  of  the  word  Vorstellung,  and  its  cognate 
forms.  In  Locke  the  word  Idea  is  used  just  for  a, 
or  any  state  or  fact  of  consciousness  in  general.  In 
sensation,  it  is  the  feeling  present  in  the  mind  which  is 
the  Idea ; in  perception  and  imagination,  the  object — 
outward  in  the  one  ca.se,  inward  in  the  other — is  the 
idea  ; then  in  memoiy,  the  idea  is  whatever  is  remem- 
bered, and  in  thought  whatever  is  thought.  Now, 
Vorstellung,  in  current  German,  in  Kant  for  one,  is 
exactly  this  Lockeian  Idea.  Hegel,  however,  opposes 
Vorstellung  as  the  crude,  almost  sensuous,  pictorial 
image  or  conception  of  common  thought,  to  EegrilT 
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as  the  Notion  of  rigorously  logical,  rigorously  scientific 
thought.  To  Ilegel  the  thoughts  of  most  of  us,  when 
we  say,  Ileaven,  Hell,  God,  J ustice.  Morality,  Law — even 
perhaps  Being  and  Here-being — are  but  crude  ligurate 
conceptions,  Vorstellungen,  and  re<iuire  to  be  purilied 
into  Notions,  Begrille,  if  w’e  would  tliink  aright  our 
own  thoughts.  The  Vorstellungen  are  but  ‘ Jletaphoi-s’ 
(as  Hegel  says), — extenialisations,  as  it  were,  of  the 
Begrifle,  and  to  be  really  understood  and  seen  into, 
require  to  have  what  is  metaphoric,  pictorial,  sensuous, 
external — we  had  almost  said  crustjiceous — stripped  oft’ 
them.  Concei)tion,  then,  is  to  be  understood  in  the 
translations  here  a.s  representing  Vorstellung,  and  Notion 
Begrift'.  This  for  many  reasons.  Conception  deriva- 
tively is  certainly  the  Begrift— a taking  together,  or  a 
being  tiiken  together ; but  then  the  Latin  Notio  has 
already  been  reserved  by  Kant  (lie  uses  conceptus, 
also,  in  his  Logic),  and  the  rest  as  the  stiict  equivalent 
of  BegrifT  and  conccjition,  perhaps,  in  general  lusage, 
is  full}^  looser  than  notion.  The  custom  of  both  Kant 
and  Hegel  is  such  that  it  was  impossible  to  employ 
idea  for  Voi'stelhmg.  Representation  were  certamly  a 
verj'  good  meaning  for  this  last  word  ; but  it  sounds  as 
yet  very  imcouth  when  so  used.  In  general,  and  where 
accuracy  is  necessary,  Idea  translates  Idee,  Notion  Be- 
grilT,  and  Conception  Vorstellung.  In  translating  Kant,  it 
is  better  to  substitute  for  Vorstellung,  the  precise  mental 
state  which  is  referred  to  at  the  moment.  In  translat- 
ing Hegel,  we  often  convey  Voisstellmig  by  the  phrase 
figurate  conception,  followed  by  representation  in 
brackets,  with  a view  to  the  gradual  naturalisation  of 
this  last  word.  We  know  now  what  is  Hegel’s  Begrift', 
and  so  are  in  a condition  to  understand  what  is  said  of 
a false  Begrift’  as  opposed  to  a true  one.  Our  mere 
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subjective  thou(jht%  or  mere  products  of  ordinary 
generalisation,  are  not  iieccssai'ily  Begriffe : tliese  ai'e 
always  forms  of  the  Begrilf,  are  self-referent,  and 
objectively  true. 

Synthetically  contains  an  allusion  here  to  an  expres- 
sion of  Kant’s  (see  page  327,  vol.  i.,  and,  for  additional 
illustration,  pp.  340,  341,  343,  of  same  volume)  about 
existence  adding  itself  synthetically  to  the  notion  of  tlie 
hundred  dollars ! It  is  not  dillicult  to  illustrate  what 
Hegel  means  by  these  merely  conceptire  and  synthetic 
elements,  in  the  ordinaiy  form  in  which  creation  stands 
before  the  mind.  ‘ God  might  have  thrown  into  Space 
a single  germ-cell  from  which  all  that  we  see  now  might 
have  developed  itself.’  Observe  the  synthesis  here — the 
mere  outward  addiny  of  one  thing  to  another,  as  a 
mason  puts  stone  to  stone,  a joiner  wood  to  wood,  or  as 
a gardener  drops  an  acorn  into  the  earth,  and  a whole 
oak  rises.  God  drops  the  Germ-cell  into  Space.  Eiich 
is  complete  by  itself,  and  each  is  just  mechanically, 
synthetically  annexed  to  the  other  : God  is  added  on 
complete  at  once  ; and  so  of  the  others, — the  yerm-cell, 
moreover,  constituting  but  an  outward  synthesis  to  the 
7ioiion  in  God’s  mind.  But  observe  the  Vorstelhmg, 
the  conception,  the  scenic  representation,  the  picture ! 
Three  units,  out  of  each  other,  are  here  side  by  side, — 
God,  the  Germ-cell,  S])ace ; each  is  entire,  complete, 
and  indei)endent  in  itself ; there  is  no  transition  from 
the  one  to  the  other;  each — and  this  is  true  even  of 
the  Genn-cell — has  the  character  of  a First.  In  short, 
all  here  is  synthetic  and  conceptive  : we  see  Space — 
just  an  absolute  universal  void — we  see  an  indefinite 
giant  suddenly  show  therein,  or  come  to  the  edge 
thereof,  and  drop  into  the  vacancy  down,  down,  a germ- 
cell ! Now  this  has  seemed  thinking  to  a Avriter  who 


Digitized  by  Google 


QUALITY  INTEKPRETED,  ETC.  G.5 

bclieve-s  liira.self  in  advance,  and  who  is  in  advance,  of 
most  of  the  literarj'  interests  of  the  day.  Yet  it  is  to 
thinking  precisely  what  the  WTiting  of  tlie  Chinese  is 
to  that  of  Europeans,  precisely  what  discoui'se  by 
hieroglj-phics  is  to  discourse  by  alphabets.  The  exact 
truth  of  the  matter  is,  that  a thinker  of  the  order 
indicated,  however  worthy  otherwise,  is  to  a Hegel 
but  a little  boy  as  yet  in  his  picture-books.  Thinking, 
to  be  thorough,  must  be  thought  out.  This  will  illus- 
trate much.  Hegel  intimates,  then,  that  creation,  as 
usually  thought,  is  the  appearance  of  Something  in 
Nothing  at  the  will  of  another  Something,  and  that 
this  process  is  merely  synthetic  and  the  whole  thing 
a picture,  a Vorstellung.  The  point  of  union,  he 
' alludes  to,  where  Being  and  Nothing  coincide,  may 
be  named  tlie  Limit,  or  the  Beginning,  or  tlie  will  in 
act,  for  each  of  these  involves  an  w and  a non-is. 

Ncijation  and  najative  : it  is  subtle  perception  on  the 
part  of  Hegel  to  have  tliscerned  that  wherever  there 
is  question  of  one  and  another,  there  is  negation,  and 
that  thus  God’s  cnerg}',  even  as  affirmative,  is  negative. 

Ue'^etzt,  posited : this  brings  up  probably  the  greatest 
tlifficulty  in  Hegel,  viz.,  what  he  means  by  ein  Gesetetes? 
— what  b)^  Geseiztseyn  ? As  usual,  we  shall  find  the 
Hegelian  sen.se  to  have  a veiy  strict  connexion  with 
the  ordinary  one.  Now,  what  is  the  ordinaiy  one? 
The  ordinarj'  one  is  to  be  found  in  the  discussion  of 
hypothetical  syllogisms  as  contained  in  the  common 
te.xt-books  of  Logic.  Setzend,  in  fact,  is  the  equivalent 
of  the  Latin  participle  ponens  in  the  phra.se  modus 
ponens.  ‘ If  perfect  justice  exists,  the  hai’dened  .sinner 
will  be  punished  ; but  perfect  justice  does  exist ; there- 
fore the  hardened  sinner  will  be  punished : ’ this  is  a 
hypothetical  syllogism  in  the  modus  ponens.  Now,  the 
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two  parts  of  whicli  the  Major  consists  here  are  callocl 
tlie  antecedent  and  tlie  cotuteqaent,  and  in  the  modiui 
poneim  the  former  ponit,  setzt,  sets,  posits,  or  infers 
the  latter.  In  tlie  example  before  us,  the  exi.stence 
of  perfect  justice  is  the  antecedent,  and  it  posits  the 
punishment  of  the  hardened  sinner,  which  is  the  con- 
sequent. If  the  word  posit  were  a vernacular  English 
word  jiarallel  to  the  German  setzen  both  in  its  logical 
and  in  its  ordmary  senses,  we  should  have  no  dilficulty 
in  the  respective  traii-slation  ; but  it  is  not  so,  and  we 
are  constantly  in  peqilexity  in  consequence  of  being 
unable  properly  to  render  the  various  shades  and 
secondaiy  meanings  which  setzen  and  its  derivatives 
acquire  in  the  hands  of  Ilegel.  For  instance,  an 
antecedent  may  be  considered  as  only  in  itself  or  po-  * 
tential,  until  the  consequent  is  assigned,  and  then  it  is 
the  antecedent  which  seems  jio.siteil.  Fo-sited  in  this 
ease  seems  to  refer  to  statement  or  c,rq)Ucation  ; and 
this  sense  is  very  common  in  Ilegel.  Here,  then,  it 
is  gesetzt  means,  it  is  developed  into  its  proper  ex[>li- 
eition,  statement,  expression,  enunciation,  exhibition, 
&c.  Again,  a Gesetztes,  as  not  self-referent,  is  but 
lunar,  satellitic,  parasitic,  secondary,  derivative,  depen- 
dent, reflexional,  posititious,  &c.  Then  on  the  part  of 
that  which  posits,  something  of  arbitrary  attribution 
may  enter.  Altogether,  Gesetztsejm  alludes  to  rellcxion, 
relativity,  mutual  illativity,  &c.  Setzen  has  the  sen.scs, 
to  j)ut  in  the  place  of,  to  depute,  and  also  duly  to  set 
out  the  membem  of  a whole  or  set ; and  allusions  to 
these  senses  also  are  to  be  found  in  Ilegel.  In  short, 
such  seiLses  as  the  following  will  sometimes  be  foutid 
in  j)lace  in  this  connexion  ; vicarious,  representative, 
attributive,  adjectitious,  &c.  &c.  To  eximj>ly  or  ex- 
implicate  often  conveys  the  meaning  of  setzen,  as  also 
the  simple  assign.  See  further  Hegel  himself  on  the 
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word  at  pp.  376,  377,  vol.  i.;  see  also  pp.  100,  110, 
vol.  ii.  In  Kant  and  Fichte,  setzen  means,  to  lay- 
down as  granted,  to  take  for  granted,  to  establish,  to 
alGrm,  to  assert,  to  assume,  &c.  ; and  this  meaning  is, 
at  bottom,  identical  with  the  Hegelian. 

Inhalt  means  here,  Logical  comprehension,  or  the 
complement  of  significates  which  attach  to  a notion  : 
Inhalt  is  to  Hegel  the  Import  of  something,  and  tlic 
import  is  not  always  mere  contained  matter,  but  implies 
that  matter  as  formed  or  assimilated. 

Opined,  Gemeint.  — Meinimg  is  the  of  the 

Greeks  ; it  impUes  cinide,  instinctive,  uninvestigated, 
unreasoned,  subjective,  or  personal  opinion, — 7«c»i-ung, 
as  if  it  were  a ?7i7n^-ing,  or  wy-ing — something  purely 
mine — something  purely  subjective  and  instinctive. 

'J'lie  Iiemark  itself  is  sufficiently  miscellaneous ; its 
general  object,  however,  is  to  illustrate  what  has  just 
been  said,  and  repel  the  most  usual  objection.  This 
objection  concerns  the  identification  of  Being  with 
Nothing,  and  probably  requires  now  but  small  notice 
at  our  hand.s,  seeing  that  so  much  has  been  already 
done  to  insure  a correct  understanding  of  what  is 
meant  by  each  of  the  tenns,  and  of  how  they  arc  to  be 
identified.  The  whole  error  of  the  objection  lies  in 
opposing  to  Nothing,  not  abstract,  but  concrete  Being 
in  which  case,  the  Nothing  itself  ceases  to  be  abstract. 
As  Nothing  and  Being  are  the  same,  it  seems  to  be 
inferred  that  we  say  it  is  the  same  thing  whether  we 
have  food  or  not,  whether  we  have  clothes  or  not, 
whether  we  have  money  or  not,  &c. : but  this  reason- 
ing is  very  bad.  Nothing  when  it  is  concreted  into 
no-food  is  hunger ; in  the  same  way,  as  no-clothes,  it 
is  cold,  and  as  no-money,  it  is  poverty.  Now  we  have 
been  speaking  of  Nothing  as  Nothing,  and  not  of  hunger, 
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cold,  and  iioverty.  Attain,  we  have  been  speaking 
of  Being  as  Being,  and  not  of  corporeal  or  animal 
Being.  When  you  opjwse,  then,  these  definite  Nothings 
to  this  definite  Being,  it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  the 
results  will  be  identical  with  those  which  issue  from  the 
oi)position  of  abstract  Being  and  abstract  Nothing. 
Nothing,  when  abstract  Being  is  concerned,  is  the 
abstraction  from  everything  definite  and  particidar,  and 
abstract  Being  itself  is  the  same  abstraction ; but  the 
nothing  of  light  is  darkness,  and  it  cannot  bo  said  that 
the  eye  is  indiflerent  whether  it  be  the  one  or  the 
other  : definite  Being  Ls  a complex  of  infinite  rapports. 
Bnt  where  is  the  use  of  your  abstraction,  then,  may 
bo  urged  in  reply  ? WHiy,  this  ultimate  generalisa- 
tion Being — we  are  bound  to  make  it,  and  it  has  al- 
ways been  considered  a determination  of  the  greatest 
consequence — surely,  then,  it  is  worth  while  pointing 
out  that  this  Being  is  identical  with  the  abstract  No- 
thing, that  they  jme  both  abstractions,  and  that  their 
tnitli  is  Werden.  These  are  great  poles  of  thought, 
subjective  and  objective;  and  it  is  important  to  know 
them,  as  they  are,  and  in  their  relations.  The  inci- 
dentid  references  iUnstrate  this : the  philosophy  of 
I’annenides,  for  exam])le,  Wius  centred  in  the  thought 
abstract  Being,  while  that  of  Ileraclitus  related  simply 
to  Bec(.)ining,  and  w'e  see  what  vast  efl’ects  may  be 
produced  by  the  contemplation  of  abstract  Nothing  in 
the  case  of  Buddhism.  Being  is  the  first  abstract 
thought,  indeed,  and,  with  the  Eleaties,  we  find  it  as 
such  in  History  ; f<3r  the  material  principle's  and  the 
numbers  which  preceded  it  are  not  j)ure  thoughts. 

Tlie  importance  of  our  findings,  too,  is  well  shoAvn 
in  the  impossibility  of  a creation  and  in  the  rantheism, 
which  result  from  the  absolute  separation  of  Being 
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and  Notliing  exhibited  in  the  common  dictum  Ex 
nihilo  nihil  Jit.  A creation  is  impossible  witliout  the 
community  of  Notliing  and  Being ; and  if  all  that  is, 
is  just  Being,  or  if  all  that  is,  is  Just  Substance,  then 
there  results  only  the  abstract  Pantheism  of  Parmenides 
t>r  of  Spinoza.  We  may  remark,  however,  that  — as 
used  — the  dictum  is  safe  from  the  attack  of  Ilegel ; 
for  it  is  nothing  else  but  the  law  of  (uiusality  in  another 
form  ; what  it  means  is  simply  the  d priori  synthetic 
judgment  of  Kant  — there  is  no  change  without  a 
cause.  It  is  this  sense  which  prevents  the  reader  from 
agreeing  with  Hegel  in  his  attack.  What  Hegel  wishes 
to  hold  up,  however,  is  the  essential  importance  in  this 
universe  of  the  distinction.  Nothing  : in  eflect,  nega- 
tivity, in  the  sense  of  distinctivity,  is  the  creative 
power;  and  there  is  nowliere  anything  which  docs 
not  confess  its  inlluence. 

The  errors  of  Kant,  too,  in  reference  to  the  Onto- 
logical argument  spring  from  bluntness  to  the  distinc- 
tions we  signalise,  and  thus  demoiLStrate  the  value  of 
the  latter : Kant,  in  fact,  exhibits  a similar  confusion 
of  the  finite  and  the  infinite,  as  well  as  a very  imper- 
fect perception  of  the  nature  and  relations  of  Being, 
Non-being,  and  Se-being  (Dasoyn). 

The  objections  to  the  relative  teaching  of  Hegel, 
then,  arise  from  the  untutored  attitude  of  common 
sense,  which  me.ans  ever  the  blind  instinctive  employ- 
ment of  stercotyjied  abstractions  of  one’s  own,  whence 
or  how  derived  one  knows  not,  a.sks  not,  cares  not : in 
the  case  before  us,  for  example,  common-sense  insists 
that  it<i  abstraction,  a differentiated  Nothing,  is  our 
abstraction,  reference-less  Nothing.  We  may  add,  that 
the  practical  lcs.son  is  to  perceive  that  it  is  our  duty,  in 
view  of  the  infinite  affirmation  in  which  we  participate. 
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to  entertain  complete  tranquillity  in  the  presence  of 
any  finite  Particular  that  may  emerge. 

IIeuark  2. 

There  seems  nothing  verj^  hard  here  ; the  chief  object 
is  to  point  out  the  difficulty  of  giving  a true  expression 
to  speculative  propositions,  which  are  always  dialectic. 
Tlie  form  of  the  judgment  is  shown  to  be  inadequate. 
Identity,  unity,  inseparability,  are  all  imperfect  ex- 
pressions of  the  relation  tliat  subsists  between  Being 
and  Notliing.  Tlie  concluding  illustration  in  regard  to 
light  and  darkness  speaks  for  itself. 

Of  terms,  we  may  notice  two  — Abstract  and  Un- 
terschied. 

Abstract  is  one  of  the  commonest  words  in  Ilegcl, 
and  is  often  used  in  such  a manner  a.s  perplexes : it 
always  implies  that  something  is  viewed  in  its  absolute 
self-identity,  and  absolutely  apart  from  all  its  concrete 
references.  As  regards  Unterschied,  it  is  worth  while 
observing  that  it  means  inter-shed,  or  inter-jmrt : the 
Untenschied  of  Seyn  and  Nichts  may  be  jirofitably  re- 
garded as  just  a sort  of  abstract  water-shed. 

Remark  3. 

This  is  the  most  important  of  all  the  Eemarks  in 
this  jdace,  and  the  reader  ought  to  make  a point  of 
dwelling  by  it  long  and  studying  it  thoroughly.  The 
rigour  of  thought  in  regard  to  a Fii'st,  a Second,  the 
transition  between  them,  and  the  principles  of  progress 
in  general,  ought  to  im{)i’ove  the  powers  of  every 
fiiculty  which  has  been  privileged  to  experience  it. 
What  is  Siiid  in  regard  to  crude  Reflexion  and  the 
means  of  helping  it,  is  also  striking  and  suggestive. 
Then  we  are  taught  what  a true  synthesis  i.s,  and 
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wluit  :i  false  one.  Again,  we  learn  that  it  is  the 
abstractions  which  are  unreal,  while  their  concrete 
union  is  fact.  In  truth,  the  general  gist  of  the  remark 
is,  it  is  absurd  to  remfiin  in  abstract  self-identity,  and 
say  movement,  progress,  is  impossible  to  you ; for  syn- 
thesis must  be  possible,  and  is  necessary  just  for  this 
rca.son,  that  synthesis  i'< — that  is,  there  is  this  variegated 
empirical  universe.  — The  observations  in  regard  to 
determinate  nothings  are  very  important,  as  well  as 
those  that  bear  on  the  necessity  of  our  keeping  strictly 
to  the  precise  stage  we  have  reached,  without  ap- 
]^l3'ing  in  its  descriptioir  or  explanation  characters  which 
belong  to  later  stages.  The  incidental  notice  of  the 
rarmcnides  of  Plato  is  exceedingly  tei-se,  full,  and 
satisfactorj'. 

Hegel  remarks  of  Plato’s  critique  of  the  Eleatic  One  : 
‘ It  is  obvious  that  this  path  (method)  has  a presup- 
position, and  is  an  external  reflexion.’  A cooperative 
reader,  and  evciy  reader  should  be  cooperative,  ought 
to  ask  himself,  Avhere  is  ‘ the  presupposition  ? ’ and 
where  is  the  ‘external  reflexion?’  Again,  in  the  first 
Remark,  the  reader  ought  not  to  leave  without  under- 
standing : ‘ Metaphj’-sic  might  tautologicallj'  maintain, 
that  Avere  a dust-atom  destroyed,  the  whole  univer.se 
would  collapse.’  Let  the  reader  go  back  here,  and 
studj'  both  for  himself.  The  presupposition  is,  that 
variety  is  incompatible  Avith  unity : the  external  re- 
flexion is,  that  the  tAvo  forms  are  just  externallj^ 
counted  : Hegel’s  univ’crse  is  such,  that  the  Avhole  is 
not  more  each  part  than  each  part  is  the  whole  — to 
destroy  a part  and  destroj"  the  Avhole  are  thus  tauto- 
logical. 

There  is  also  expressed  here  such  respect  for  the  em- 
pirical Avorld  as  helps  us  to  sec  that  the  system  of  Hegel 
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is  no  chimera  of  abstraction,  no  cobweb  of  tlic  brain, 
but  that  what  it  endeavours  is  just  to  think  this  universe, 
as  it  manifests  itself  around  us,  into  iU  ultimate  and 
universal  principles. 

As  regards  terms,  we  may  just  remark  that  Bezieh- 
nng  implies  more  than  mere  reference  \ it  implias,  as 
it  were,  connective  reference  : it  is  used  pretty  much, 
in  fact,  in  its  strict  etymological  meaning.  Synthesis, 
as  alluded  to  in  a [)revious  note,  will  be  found  fully 
explained  here : the  unphilosophical  sjmthesis  thinks 
it  enough  just  to  i)ut  together  full-formed  individuals 
from  elsewhere,  as  God,  a germ-cell,  and  space  (say); 
while  philosophical  synthesis  is  immanent,  and  points 
to  a transition  of  necessity  with  concrete  union  of  dif- 
ferents.  The  allusion  to  ‘ urspriingUche  Urtheilen  ’ 
leads  one  to  think  of  Kant  as  the  source  of  all  that 
Hegel  .seems  peculiarly  to  teach  as  regards  the  Ur-thcil; 
at  all  events — leaving  Apperception  and  the  Categories 
out  of  sight  — Kant’s  trauscendeiital  doctrine  of  Ur- 
theilskraft  is  wholly  employed  on  the  commediation  of 
the  inner  unities  with  the  outer  multiples,  and  contains 
a great  variety  of  matter  which  must  have  j)roved 
eminently  suggestive  in  regard  to  the  main  positions 
assumed  by  Ilcgel. 

Remark  4. 

This  remark  is  still  occupied  with  the  Unity  of 
Being  and  Nothing  ; but  it  is  exceedingly  terse,  clear, 
and  illustrative.  The  dialectic  against  the  Beginning 
or  Ending  of  the  World  is  veiy  happily  shown  to  rest 
wholly  on  the  so])aration  of  Being  and  Nothing ; and 
the  hit  to  ordinary  understanding  which  believes  — 
against  tins  dialectic — a Beginning  and  Ending  of  the 
World,  and  yet  accepts  — with  this  dialectic  — the 
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clividctliiess  of  Being  and  Notliing,  is  a very  sore  one. 
Tlie  mode  in  which  incomprehensibility  is  explained  to 
be  produced  is  excellent,  and  genuinely  Hegelian.  The 
illustration  afforded  by  Infinitesimals  is  also  exceed- 
ingly satisfactoiy,  as  are  also  the  definitions  of  Sophistry 
and  Dialectic — Something  that  is  in  its  disappearance 
was  eminently  adapted  to  attract  a Hegel,  whose  own 
object  is  always  something  very  similar  ; that  is,  it  is, 
like  Infinitesimals,  very  much  of  a ratio  — the  one  of 
a double.  In  fact,  reciprocity  very  w’ell  answers  to  the 
bottom  thought  of  Hegel,  — the  Notion  itself  is  — in 
one  way  of  looking  — but  a form  of  reciprocity.  So 
Ave  have  neither  Being  nor  Nothing,  but  a sort  of  out- 
come of  their  reciprocal  reflexions,  where  the  one  is 
very  much  the  other  — and  in  consequence  of  the  other. 
Hegel  seems  to  contemplate  the  intussusception  of  the 
infinite  Univei’se  into  a geometrical  punctum : the 
world  is  the  oscillating  coloration  of  a partridge’s  eye  ; 
it  is  but  a vibrating  point  — an  ideal  throb.  The 
method  is  infinite  referential  inferentiality,  or  relative 
illativity  of  object  and  subject ; but  the  object  is  the 
subject’s,  and  the  subject  itself  is  the  veritable  Abso- 
lute. There  is  a Chinese  toy  or  puzzle  which  appears 
as  a holloAV  sphere  with  innumerable  contained  suc- 
cessively smaller  spheres,  movable,  and  successively 
within  one  another : conceive  this  expanded  into  the 
infinitude  of  space,  extended  into  the  infinitude  of 
time,  and  occupied  by  all  the  interests  of  the  universe 
and  man,  sphere  under  sphere,  but  so  that  all,  j)er- 
fcctly  transparent,  perfectly  permeable,  are  mutually 
intussuscipient,  and  collapse  punctually  into  a single 
eye-glance  conceive  this,  and  you  have  the  Vorstel- 
lung,  the  Figure,  the  Metaphor  of  tlie  System  of  Hegel. 
But  is  not  this  a mere  intellectual  jeu  d'esqmit  ? Outside 
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efFort  and  intentional  production,  in  such  a sclieine, 
and  with  only  human  faculty  to  oiny  it  out,  7nujft  be 
expected  ; but  this  must  also  bo  said,  that,  in  the  pro- 
gress of  the  w'ork,  there  is  no  great  interest  of  the 
world,  which  does  not  require  to  bo  touched ; and  this 
touch  we  find  always  to  be  that  of  the  very  master 
of  thought,  in  such  wise  that,  on  the  whole,  at  once 
the  most  penetrative  and  the  most  comprehensive  wis- 
dom is  offered  to  us  which  has  ever  yet  exhibited  itself 
in  time.  Agidn,  it  is  not  only  an  objective  .system  that 
is  concerned  ; it  is  also  a subjective  organon  : he,  in- 
deed, who  has  passed  tlirough  such  a Calender  finds 
himself — always  in  the  ratio  of  his  original  force,  of 
course  — a power  of  rare  elasticity  and  vigour,  and 
with  a range  of  the  most  gratifying  compass  — a Hegel 
himself  is  keen  to  tlie  last  point,  strong  to  the  last 
weiglit,  and  wide  as  the  universe.  Lastly,  if  we  bear 
in  mind  that  Kant  and  Hegel  have  at  length  introduced 
objective  principles  into  philosophy,  and  thus  lifted  it 
bodily  to  the  platform  of  Science,  e.g.  the  Categories, 
the  Notion,  &c. — one  will  see  good  reason  to  consider 
the  .system  of  Hegel  (and  the  same  may  be  .said  for  that 
of  Kant)  an  e.ssential  and  indispensable  element  in  the 
culture  of  all  who  would  present  tliemselves  in  the 
arena  now-a-days,  and  work  for  the  public — whether 
in  Science  or  in  ^Vi't,  in  Statecraft  or  the  Professions,  in 
Literature,  or  the  mere  business  of  the  Schoolmaster. 

2.  Moments  of  Becoming. — 3.  Sublaiion  of  Becoming. — 
Remark. 

We  may  spend  a word,  first  of  all,  on  the  terms 
ZuriLichst,  Unmittelbar,  Dasejm,  ^Moment,  Ideel,  and 
Gruudlage.  — Zuniichst  remains  for  long  something 
troublesome  to  the  student  of  Hegel.  It  just  means. 
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at  nearest  in  the  direction  in  which  you  are  going.  If 
3"ou  are  generalising,  then  it  w’ill  mean  the  next  step 
towards  the  (jenus  summiim ; and  nearer  (niiher)  will 
mean,  nearer  to  universal  extension.  But  if,  hke  Hegel’s, 
your  process  is  one  of  Determination,  and  towards 
ultimate  Comprehension  or  Singularisation,  then  you 
must  look  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  line,  and  nearer 
and  nearer  must  mean,  greater  and  greater  comprehen- 
sion, or  more  and  more  complex,  more  and  more  par- 
ticularised, more  and  more  individualised.  Zuniichst, 
then,  may  be  translated  just  vi  the  first  instance.,  in  the 
first  place,  at  first  hand,  primd  facie,  tfr. ; and  some- 
times also,  at  closest,  or  at  strictest : — first  of  all  is  also 
a convenient  phrase ; shortly,  properly,  &c.,  will  some- 
times be  found  to  render  it.  Das  ?uihere  just  means 
the  particulars,  the  details,  and  this  manifests  the  pro- 
cess to  be  one  towards  increased  precision  and  defi- 
nitcne.ss  : the  nearness  involved  regards  the  particular 
object  concerned,  then. 

Unmittelbar  : Direct  will  be  found  best  to  translate 
this  word  in  paragraph  2 of  No.  2 ; .so  also  at  end  of 
No.  3 : as  it  is  used  in  the  Beinark  opposed  to  das 
Aitfyehobene,  one  gets  a vivid  glance  of  tlie  direct 
beinyness  which  Immediacy  amounts  to. 

Daseyn : an  English  equivalent  for  this  word  is  dif- 
ficult to  find ; but  this  is  no  reason  why  we  should 
make  any  difficulty  of  the  Notion.  Being,  Seyn,  is 
easily  understood  to  be  Being  in  general,  just  the 
universal  or  general  fact  of  existence,  of  Being  at  all : 
but  Daseyn  refers  to  a definitely-recognised  Being  ; it 
is  that  which  constitutes  the  recognisablcness  of  every 
and  any  member  of  this  actual  existence.  Seyn  applies 
to  the  whole ; it  is  the  universal  indistinguishable 
mush : but  Daseyn  luis  thrown  the  checker  down,  and 
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Soyn  lia.s  become  a wliole  of  distinguishable  individuals. 
Distinguisliableness,  in  fact,  is  the  quality  of  Dasejm  ; 
or,  in  truth,  considering  what  w'e  imply  by  the  ter- 
mination fiess,  I know  not  but  what  we  might  say  tiess 
amounts  to  Seyn,  ne.ss  declares  the  fact  that  there  just 
is  : but  then  7?mnesswoidd  denote  the  quality  whereby 
a thing  is,  and  distinguLshably  is.  Da.seyn  is  the  ness- 
ness  of  anything  that  is ; that,  as  it  were,  that  I can 
metophorically  rub  and  feel  between  the  thumb  and 
finger.  Now  this  Da.seyn,  Nessnes-s,  is  accurately  com- 
jiosed  of  Being  and  Nothing,  and  the  latter  is  not  one 
whit  less  essential  than  the  former. 

Grundlage  is  here  the  constitutive  One  of  separable 
individuals  ; it  is  the  base,  in  the  sense  of  a chemical 
base  that  goes  accurately  asunder  into  its  constituents, 
and  eclipses  these  into  its  unity  again ; a mother-hquor 
which  we  can  figure  as  this  moment  disappearingly 
sundered  into  its  dry  elements,  and  the  next  reap- 
pearingly  re.solving  these  mto  its  liquid  unity  again. 

Ideel  and  Moment  we  can  take  together,  as  they  both 
refer  to  the  one  process  of  Aufhebung.  Now  that 
process  is  just  what  has  been  described  as  ]>roducing  a 
Grundlage.  Water  is  Hydrogen  and  Oxygen;  in  it 
they  are  aufgehoben,  and  become  Idiiel ; it  is  their 
Grundlage,  they  are  I’te  Moments.  In  this  way,  one 
can  see  how  Hydrogen  and  Oxygen  are  in  water  with- 
drawn, each  from  its  own  Immediacy.  The  Moments 
of  Spirit  are  Nature  and  the  Logical  Idea ; in  it  they 
are  Ideel  as  in  their  Grundlage.  and  y.o^tpri  are 

aufgehoben  in  the  svreXej/c/a.  I drop  this  Gold  into 
that  Aqua  Reyia,  and  it  disappears  ; it  is  aufgebohen, 
but  it  is  not  destroyed — it  still  ideellemcnt  is,  it  is  now 
a moment.  In  Hegel,  liowcver,  the  moments  are  more 
than  synthetic  Hifierents  collapsing  to  a simple  One ; 
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eacli  is  very  much  the  otlier,  and  in  consequence  of 
the  other,  or  each,  while  itself  rellected  into  the  other, 
holds  the  other  reflected  into  itself,  and  so  is  the  other. 
The  Moments  in  reference  to  the  Lever  are  very  illus- 
trative. All  through  Hegel,  indeed,  this  reciproaition 
or  mutilation  of  the  moments  is  the  great  fact : ‘ each 
sublates  itself  in  itself,  and  is  in  itself  the  contrary  of 
itself.’  Sublation,  resolution,  elimination,  &c.  will  be 
now  intelligible  as  translations  of  Aufhebung. 

K it  be  considered  that  the  one  moment  has  the 
nature  of  Matter  in  it,  and  the  other  that  of  Form,  (one 
sees  that  tlie  Aristotelian  characterisation  of  the  Mo- 
ments  is  about  the  most  general  of  all,)  it  will  be  easily 
understood  that  the  one,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Lever, 
is  always  relatively  Real,  and  the  other  relatively  Ideal. 

As  regards  interpretation  here,  it  is  really  difficult 
to  see  that  any  words  can  be  used  more  light-giving 
than  those  of  Hegel  himself.  In  fact,  nothing  c:ui 
sutpass  the  accuracy  of  eye  with  which  he  sees,  or  the 
distinctness  of  lip  with  which  he  names.  No  doubt, 
what  is  here  must  appear  veiy  strange  to  a beginner ; 
but,  after  all,  it  is  employed  on  what  is  around  us,  and 
is  an  attempt  to  observe  and  (in  a way)  generalise 
idtimate  facts.  What  we  mean  by  Being,  if  we  will 
but  look  closely  enough,  is  only  indefinite  immediacr/, 
as  Nothing  in  the  same  way  is  immediate  indefiniteness. 
Being  and  Nothing  are  thus  the  .same  ; or  Being  has 
gone  into  Nothing,  and  Nothing  has  gone  into  Being. 
But  such  movement  is  a process,  and  is  named  Be- 
coming. This  process  unites  both  distinctions,  but  so 
that  they  are  alternately  direct  and  indirect,  and  in  such 
fa.shion  that  the  one  has  concreted  or  thickened  itself 
into  Origin,  and  the  other  similarly  into  Decease  : but 
these  again,  as  but  different  directions  of  the  same 
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proce.s.s,  arrest  tliomsclvcs  and  sist  proce.ss  into  proceed 
or  j^roduct ; or  Being  and  Nothing,  now  Origin  and 
Decease,  as  but  opposing  directions  of  Becoming,  arre.st 
tliem.selves,  and  sist  Becoming  into  Become  — and  that 
is  Daseyn,  Here-being,  There-being,  No-being. 

Li  tlie  directest  fashion,  this  is  just  tlie  generalisa- 
tion of  what  is  l)efore  our  eyes  and  between  our  fin- 
gers : in  other  words,  this  is  the  thinking  of  the  same  ; 
tliese  arc  the  thoughts  which  the  commonest  things  in- 
volve : this,  then,  is  Logic ; why,  then,  should  we  not 
be  content  to  take  it  thus  ? The  generalisation  of 
Aristotle,  in  regard  to  the  abstract  ultimates  of  ordinary 
reasoning,  was  not,  we  should  say,  one  whit  le.ss  strange, 
or  one  whit  more  satisfaetorj%  when  it  emerged,  than 
is  now  the  generalisation  of  Jlcgcl  in  regard  to  the 
ultimates  of  things.  Things,  in  truth,  have  ultimate 
forms,  as  well  as  Thoughts,  and  it  is  good  to  know 
them  all ; nor  is  it  to  be  supposed  that  less  good  Avill 
result  from  the  ultimate  thinking  of  Things  than  from 
the  ultimate  thinking  of  Thoughts.  Nay,  observe,  in 
both  CAscs,  it  is  ultimate  thinking-,  and  as  Thoughts  and 
Things  are  all,  this  ultimate  Thinking  will  not  consti- 
tute only  all  ultimate  Thinking,  but  it  may  go  together 
.•systematically  as  a whole,  and  so  constitute  the  ultimate 
and  essential  truth  of  the  universe,  or  — Philo.soj)hy 
at  length ! Again,  Hegel  is  no  less  qualified  for  this 
abstraction  here,  than  Aristotle  was  for  that  abstrac- 
tion there ; and  the.se  laconic  paragraphs  in  regard 
to  Nothing,  Being,  Becoming,  and  their  proce.ss,  may 
at  once  be  held  up  in  proof  thereof.  In  every  par- 
ticular, the  characterisation  is  consummate — the  iden- 
tification of  the  distinction  we  u.se  as  Being  with  the 
distinction  we  use  as  Nothing,  the  e.xhibition  of  each 
as  process,  the  pointing  out  that  process  as  Be- 
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coming,  tlic  demonstrating  Becoming  to  unite  the  dis- 
tinctions at  once  as  identicid  and  as  different  in  tlie 
opposing  forms  of  Origin  and  Decease,  and  lastly,  the 
precipitation  of  Becoming — by  its  own  contradiction — 
into  Become, — all  is  masterly,  and  there  is  present  a 
dialectic  which,  as  mere  jirocess,  must  wonderfully 
sharpen  our  wits.  But  it  is  not  for  a moment  to  be 
thouglit  that  it  is  as  subjective  disciphne,  and  not  as 
objective  thinking,  that  this  dialectic  is  valuable : on 
the  contrary,  the  thoughts  themselves  must  be  seen  to 
bo  tlie  ultimate  and  essentiid  thouglits  that  found,  or 
ground,  or  beground  the  universe.  Or  so  only  am  a 
heijinning  be  tliought ; and  so  only,  therefore,  can  a 
beginning  be  comtituted. 

A Beginning,  in  tnith,  or  the  Beginning,  is  what  con- 
stitutes the  bottom  consideration  here.  To  Hegel  it  is, 
no  doubt,  evident  that  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  start 
with  a single  unit  and  conditions.  Such  a start  were 
in  its  own  crude  presuppositions  its  own  refutation. 
Xo  material  unit  is  competent  to  a material  many  ; 
while  to  presuppose  conditions  for  the  production  of 
this  many,  is  just  to  presuppose  this  many  itself.  Be- 
fore trying  to  find  a beginning,  we  should  have  asked, 
what  is  a Beginning  ? What  is  the  Category^  ? this  is 
the  first  question.  It  is  absurd  to  talk  of  Conditions 
before  we  know  what  Conditions  are.  It  is  futile  to 
explain  the  Beginning,  unless  we  have  first  of  all 
fairly  seen  into  all  that  the  Category,  Beginning,  implies. 
An  Outward  of  any  kind,  for  example,  and  a Beginning 
will  be  found  absolutely  iirconrmensurable.  In  this 
way,  as  regards  the  object  of  our  quest,  we  are  shut  in 
U)  the  Inward — we  are  shut  in  to  tirought  as  thought, 
and  the  only  possible  conclusion  i^,  that  the  thought  of 
the  beginning  is  just  tire  begimring  of  thought.  To 
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postulate  a single  substance  exposed  to  a variety  of 
conditions  in  a ready-made  Time  and  Space,  is  just  to 
take  things  as  we  see  them — is  just  crudely  to  trip  over 
crude  figunite  conceptions  of  tlie  bottom  categories, 
Identity  and  Diflerence,  wliich  shoidd  have  been 
examined  first.  To  talk  of  a primitive  matter  and 
conditions  in  explanation  of  transition,  is  to  stultify 
oneself — is  to  begin  with  the  very  variety  which  re- 
quires to  be  explained. 

Again,  it  seems  very  difficult  to  think  of  a Beginning 
as  only  inward ; we  cannot  think  an  inward  without 
an  outward  as  substrate  and  basis.  We  cannot  con- 
ceive of  thought  as  in  the  first  instance  just  in  the  air. 

This  is  perfectly  just.  Thought  is  not  thought  just 
like  .so  much  water,  held  somewhere  in  tlie  bag  of  the 
univer.se  : Thought  implies  a thinking  Subject.  It  may 
be  that  this  Subject  is  not  at  first  in  EvrcXs;^sia,  or  even 
in  tvs^yua  or  ; it  may  be  tliat,  at  fii-st,  it  is  only 

in  the  stage  or  that  it  is  only  potentially. 

lieuinninij,  in  fac:t,  applied  to  such  Subject  must  find  it 
only  potentially  there,  or  only  as  indefinite  immediacy  : 
that  is,  the  Subject  itself,  in  the  beginning,  must  find 
itself  only  in  indefinite  immediacy.  Bevuj  is  the  fii-st 
dim  thought,  which,  when  sought  to  bo  looked  at 
closer,  is  only  Nothing ; but  from  this  Nothing  there 
is  a return  again  to  the  sense  of  Being,  which  now, 
increased  by  the  reflexion  Nothing,  can  be  conceived 
very  intelligibly  to  contain  the  thouglits  Becoming  and 
Become.  But  this  become  is  .so  far  definite,  it  definitely 
is,  and  it  becomes  the  Something  of  reflexion,  and  so 
on.  In  short,  the  whole  process  of  the  Logical  Idea 
can  have  the  universal  Subject  assigned  to  it  as  sub- 
strate. The  reader  is  likely  to  find  all  this  strange ; 
Init  it  is  not  a whit  more  strange  than  that  pebble  from 
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the  brook,  or  this  pen  in  my  hand : we  cannot  blink 
tlic  fact  that  there  is  existence,  and  that  man’s  life  has 
been  to  understand  it.  Very  truly  also  that  pebble  from 
the  brook  is  not  an  object  just  because  it  is  a material 
something : all  that  constitutes  what  it  essentially  is  to 
me,  are  categories,  and  what  it  is  apart  from  these  cate- 
gories is  as  nothing : no  object,  even  the  most  material, 
but  is  in  very  truth  a congeries  of  thoughts.  There  is 
no  absurdity,  then,  in  the  thought  of  the  beginning  as  tlie 
beginning;  for  we  must  have  confidence  in  thoughts  and 
know  them  as  the  only  verities  when  opposed  to  things. 

It  is  on  such  universal  and  absolute  considerations, 
then,  that  Hegel  would  rest  his  beginning  and  all  his 
other  procedh ; and  he  does  not,  for  a moment  .think 
it  necessary  to  allude  to  the  maimer  in  which  he 
gradually  worked  liimself  into  light  on  the  stand-point 
and  with  the  materials  of  Kant.  One  word  in  reference 
to  that  the  actual  and  concrete  origin  will  not  be  out 
of  place,  just  to  reassure  ourselves  of  the  mundane 
connexions  and  really  external  nature  of  Hegel’s  opera- 
tions, however  esoteric  be  their  issue,  and  however 
absolute  their  truth.  It  is  hardly  necessary,  probably, 
to  remind  the  reader  that  Hegel,  adopting  the  hint  of 
Kant,  and  taking  in  his  hands  both  the  Ontological 
manuals  and  Kant’s  own  materials,  could  hardly  fail  to 
observe  that  Seyn  was  the  gemis  summum,  Nichts  the 
differentia  summa,  and  Werden  the  species  sumrna. 
As  little  reason  either  is  there  for  reminder  that  Hegel, 
realising  Logic,  recognised  in  the  three  steps  just 
named  but  three  forms  of  the  three  moments  of  the 
single  Logical  heart-beat  common  to  the  Universe,  or 
that,  vitalising  History,  his  attention  was  specially 
directed  to  that  Notion  of  Eeciprocity  which  connected 
him  with  Kant  Let  us  just  point  out  in  passing, 
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however,  that  the  tlirce  luimbers  under  Werdcn  refer 
to  the  same  considerations.  Thus,  No.  1 is  ‘ the  unity  of 
Being  and  Nothing,’ wliicli  is  the  Begriff,  or  the  moment 
of  Simple  Apprehension ; No.  2 is  ‘ tlie  moments  of 
Becoming  ’ — or  manifestly  the  Ur-theil ; and  No.  3, 
the  ‘ Sublation  of  Becoming,’  is  a movement  of  Schluss 
or  an  act  of  Eeason.  The  reciprocity  of  opposing 
moments  with  mutual  eclipse  in  a common  spliere  (in 
analogy  with  Kant’s  mode  of  viewing  the  disjunctive 
judgment)  is  also  obvious.  We  are  not  for  a moment 
to  suppose,  tlien,  that  the  Logical  series  of  Hegel  really 
rests  on  absolute  considerations,  or  really  flows  ab- 
solutely from  an  internal  pulse  : the  veritably  genetic 
considerations  and  pulse  of  Hegel  are  certainly,  for  the 
most  part,  relative  and  external.  I know  not  whether 
the  problem  ever  jn-csented  itself  to  Hegel  in  the  brief 
propon,  We  have  to  identify  Aflection  with  Function  ; 
but  what  that  jdirase  imidics  lies  not  obscurely  at  the 
centre  of  his  whole  industry.  If  the  reader  will  but 
take  the  trouble  to  reflect  on  the  ])roblem  as  thus 
expressed,  he  will  realise  to  himself  tiie  nature  and 
course  of  the  necessarily  first  thoughts  of  Hegel.  His 
first  difficulty,  for  example,  will  be  the  formality  of  the 
problem  as  announced,  and  the  necessity  for  matter. 
What  is  Function — what  is  Aflection?  Thinking  is 
function — j-es — and  feeling  is  aflection  ; but  how  get 
them  together — where  shall  we  begin — Imw  shall  we 
begin  ? The  Logical  n'lovement  is  function  ; but  Simple 
Apprehension  and  the  rest  are  quite  formal — how  are 
we  to  realise  them  ? There  seems  no  possibilit}’^  of  a 
transition  from  the  one  to  the  other.  In  the  midst  of 
such  thoughts  as  these,  it  certainly  would  be  a relief  to 
recur  to  the  Categories,  and  to  observe  in  these  a sort  of 
middle-ground  between  alfection  and  function — media. 
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as  it  were,  which  united  both ; for  the  Categories  in- 
volve an  intellectual  schema,  which  schema,  in  that  it 
possesses  matter,  is  to  a certain  extent  sensuous.  To 
complete  these  Categories,  then,  from  the  confines  of 
the  object  up  to  those  of  the  subject,  would  seem  a veiy 
hopeful  portion  of  work  towards  solution  of  the  general 
problem.  But  before  the  Categories  presented  them- 
selves thus  to  Hegel,  I think  there  is  evidence  that  he 
had  attempted  the  question  from  another  side : to  name 
it  at  once,  I think  the  ‘ Phaenomenologie  ’ proves  Hegel 
to  have  been  led  to  begin  first  of  all  with  AlTection,  in 
the  hope  of  being  able  to  work  up  to  Function.  In 
this  work,  as  is  seen  at  a glance,  he  starts  "with  crude 
Smsaiion,  passes  on  to  intelligent  Perception,  and  again 
to  Understanding,  &c. ; and  the  general  object  through- 
out is  to  resolve  these  forms  into  notions,  or  into  forms 
of  Reason.  All  is  .sought  to  be  pointed  out  as  an  afiliir 
of  Reflexion  ; ever  there  is  Reflexion  behind  Reflexion. 
Under  Perception,  for  example,  observ'e  how  in  eveiy 
such  act  he  points  out  a variety  of  moments  which  are 
necessarily  notional,  and  not  percejitional  at  all : — 

In  that  the  qualitie.s  (the  reference  is  to  a thing  and  its 
qualities)  are  expressed  in  the  simple  oneness  of  the  uni- 
versal, they  refer  themselves  to  themselves,  are  indifferent  to 
one  another;  each  is  on  its  own  account,  free  from  the  rest. 
The  simple,  self-equal  universality  itself  again  is  distinct  and 
free  from  these  its  determinatenesses ; it  is  pure  reference 
of  self  to  self,  or  the  medium  in  which  these  determinate- 
nesses all  are,  and  interpenetmte  each  other  therefore  in  it 
as  in  a simple  unit  without  touching  each  other;  for  ju.st 
through  their  participation  in  tliis  universality,  are  they  in- 
differently per  se.  This  .abstract  universal  medium,  which 
may  be  named  Thingness  in  general  or  tlie  pure  Essentity,  is 
nothing  else  than  the  Here  and  Now  (which  were  the  re.sults 
of  crude  Sensation)  as  they  have  e.xhihited  themselves, 
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namely,  &s  a Simple  Together  of  Many;  but  the  Many  are  in 
their  determinateness  themselves  simply  Universal.  This 
salt  is  a simple  Here,  and  at  the  same  time  plural ; it  is 
white  and  also  shai~p,  cubical  also,  and  also  of  a certain 
weight,  and  so  on.  All  these  many  qualities  are  in  a simple 
Here,  in  which  therefore  they  interpenetrate  and  pervade 
each  other ; none  has  another  Here  than  the  other,  but  each 
is  everywhere  in  the  same  Here  in  which  the  others  are  ; 
and  at  the  same  time,  without  being  separated  by  separate 
Heres,  they  do  not  in  this  interpenetration  atfect  each  other ; 
the  white  does  not  affect  or  alter  the  cubical,  neither  of  them 
nor  both  together  the  sharp,  and  so  on  ; but  as  each  is  itself 
simple  reference  of  self  to  self,  it  lets  the  others  alone,  and 
refers  itself  to  them  only  through  the  neutral  or  indifferent 
Also.  This  Also  is  therefore  the  pure  Universal  itself,  or 
the  Medium,  the  Thingness  which  thus  holds  them  together. 

That  in  this  way  perception  is  attempted  to  be  ex- 
hibited as  an  aflitir  of  thought,  is  plain  ; and  certainly 
the  statement  has  its  otvn  subtlety  of  analytic  and 
metaphysical  truth : it  may  prove,  indeed,  a useful 
illustration  of  the  manner  of  Hegel.  In  the  celebrated 
Preface  to  this  work,  the  industry,  an  example  of  which 
we  have  just  seen,  is  expressly  refen-ed  to  : — 

By  this  in  general,  that,  as  was  e.vpressed  above,  substance 
is  in  itself  subject,  is  every  object  (Inhalt,  literally,  implex, 
or  whole  of  comprehension)  its  own  reflexion  into  itself.  The 
subsisting,  or  the  substance  of  a finite  object , is  its  equality 
with  its  own  self;  for  its  inequality  with  itself  were  its  dis- 
solution. But  self-equality,  or  equality  with  self,  is  pure 
Abstraction ; and  this  is  Thought.  When  I say  Quality,  I 
say  the  simple  determinateness : by  quality  is  one  object 
distinguished  from  another,  or  by  quality  is  it  an  object;  it 
is  for  its  own  self,  or  it  consists  through  this  simplicity  with 
itself.  But  by  this  is  it  essentially  Thought.  Herein  is  it 

understood,  that  das  Seyn  (Being)  is  Thought,  &c 

Tho\ight  is  the  imriianent  Self  of  the  Object,  &c.* 

* I’rct  Phaenom.  pp.  41,  42;  Berlin,  1841.  The  preceding,  op.  cit.  p.  84. 
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By  these  quotations,  it  will  be  intelligible  that  Hegel 
in  his  earlier  stages  was  employed  in  an  endeavour  to 
lead  the  notion  directly  into  the  object  by  an  analysis 
of  the  successive  phases  of  this  latter,  or  of  the  suc- 
cessive faculties  to  which  it  was  submitted.  That  is, 
Hegel  at  first  sought  to  reduce  Affection  to  Function 
by  an  analysis  of  the  former.  Transition  from  the  one 
to  the  other  is  not  in  this  manner  perfectly  satisfactory, 
however,  and  Hegel  was  enabled  to  perceive  later  that 
to  complete  one  side  first,  and  to  allow  it,  when  com- 
pleted, just  to  pass  over  into  its  other  in  obedience 
to  the  general  rhythm,  would  constitute,  on  the  whole 
(ridiculed  as  it  has  been  universally,  and  by  Schelling 
particularly),  a much  more  satisfactory  Transition.  In 
short,  it  occurred  in  time  to  Hegel  to  identify  the  first 
form  of  the  Notion  with  the  most  abstract  categorj%,  to 
develop  category  after  category  risingly  towards  the 
Notion  itself,  to  exhibit  it  itself,  describing  its  own  sub- 
jective forms,  passing  over  into  the  notion  of  the  object 
and  terminating  in  the  Idea,  and  thus  to  complete 
Logic,  or  the  wdiole  of  those  inner  forms  which  were 
the  souls  of  everything  without.  Logic  completed,  or 
the  Logical  Idea  appearing  summed  and  fuU-forraed 
as  an  organic  whole,  he  exhibited  the  same  as  pa.ssing 
over,  and  falling  asunder  now  into  externality  and 
I>articularity — as  Nature.  The  next  step  was  the  con- 
junction of  both  into  Spirit.  But  enough  has  now 
been  said  by  way  of  reminder  of  the  external  opera- 
tions of  Hegel : we  return  now  to  our  commentary  of 
the  text  where  necessary. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

THERE-BEIXO. 

And,  first  of  all,  wc  have  to  see  the  moment  of  the 
Begriff,  or  of  Simple  A[)prehension,  in 


A. 


THERE-BEING  AS  SUCH. 

The  general  distributions  or  divisions  which  precede 
‘ a.  There-being  in  general,’  though  to  be  perused, 
need  not  be  allowed  to  arrest  the  reader  for  their  full 
understanding,  which,  indeed,  is  impossible  in  the  lii'st 
instance.  Nowhere,  in  truth,  can  any  reader  hope  to 
read  with  the  same  perfect  intelligence  and  open  sense 
with  which  Hegel  wrote,  till  after  a repeated  return 
from  the  united  whole  to  the  separated  parts. 

As  moment  of  Simple  Apprehension,  with  but  iden- 
tity before  us,  the  identity  of  There-being  as  such,  or 
of  There-being  in  general,  there  is  not  much  to  be 
said  here.  Accordingly,  what  is  said  is  more  of  the 
nature  of  general  remark.  The  construction  or  con- 
stitution of  everj'  There-being  is  accurately  named, 
however ; and  that  is  the  main  point.  Everything 
that  definitely  is,  is  product  of  Becoming,  and  as 
such  it  is  a a-woXov,  a composite  — but  in  perfect 
unity,  singleness,  and  simpleness  — of  Being  and 
Nothing.  Now,  evorj'thing  that  is,  definitely  is  : w'e 
have,  therefore,  in  the  characterisations  hero  reached. 
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die  principles  of  the  universal  structure  of  the  all 
of  things.  The  distinction  is  certainly  subtle  and 
dilficult  to  realise ; still  it  is  verj'  certain  that  it  is  a 
not  which  gives  the  (pialifying  force  — the  edge  of 
individuality  and  self-identity  to  Being  itself.  With- 
out that  not.  Being  itself  indeed  is  not,  or  nought; 
for  it  is  an  absolute  abstraction,  and  there  shows  not 
a sign  in  it.  In  the  value  assigned  to  Daseyn,  then, 
there  is  more  than  mere  thought : wo  cannot  say, 
onl)',  according  to  these  thoughts  all  things  arc  ; but 
we  can  say  also,  according  to  this  verj'  constitution  all 
things  are.  When  the  ingredients  of  certain  medicinal 
jideps,  &C.  arc  sent  dry,  they  are  called  the  species  of 
these  medicaments.  Xow,  similarly,  we  may  say,  tliat 
Daseyn  is  the  universal  species  of  everything  that  is. 
It  is  not  necessaiy,  then,  that  we  shoidd  call  up  before 
us  the  idea  of  the  originating  subject  in  order  to  put 
ourselves  at  home  with  the  meaning  of  Daseyn;  this 
assignation  is  sullicient  by  itself;  we  see  at  once  its 
truth  and  value  as  the  basal  form.  Again,  it  is  im- 
portant to  know  that  Being  and  Nothing  are  not,  each 
apart  and  by  itself,  anywhere  denizens  of  this  universe. 
What  is,  is  an  inseparable  one  of  both  ; neither  Being 
as  Being,  nor  Nothing  as  Nothing,  anywhere  actually 
is.  Both  are  abstractions,  and  utterly  void  abstractions. 
It  is  saying  very  little  for  God,  then,  to  say  He  is  pure 
Being,  or,  what  is  the  same  thing,  the  Sum  of  all  Reali- 
ties; yet  no  mode  of  characterismg  God  is  thought — 
very  generally,  at  least  — more  appropriate  or  solemn. 
As  Hegel  points  out,  there  is  the  same  warrant  for, 
and  the  same  honour  in,  the  designation  for  God  of 
Sum  of  all  Negations. 

The  caution  as  regards  the  intercalations  ofRofle.\ion 
is  of  value  in  its  general  scope,  but  its  particidar 
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relevancy  is  not  clear.  Daseyn,  There-being,  is  a 
simple  one,  therefore  in  the  form  of  Immediacy,  there- 
fore also  in  the  form  of  Being : this  seems  result  of 
the  objective  evolution,  and  not  of  the  reader’s  sub- 
jective reflexion.  Neither  is  it  to  this  that  Hegel’s 
remark  applies,  but  to  our  seeing,  also,  that  it  is  only 
one-sidedly  in  the  determination  of  Being,  and  that  in 
point  of  fact  the  other  determination.  Nothing,  is 
present  also.  Now  it  is  tliis  part  that  has  been  anti- 
cipated by  reflexion,  and  not  yet  expressly  evolved. 
The  first  sentence  of  the  relative  paragraph  exhibits 
a peculiar  grammatical  construction.  Up  to  the  semi- 
colon there  are  three  clauses,  of  which  the  second  is 
.separated  from  the  first  by  a comma,  and  the  third  by 
a comma  and  a dash  from  the  second : now  the 
function  of  this  dash  is  to  connect  the  third  clause 
(ein  aufgehobenes,  negativ-bestimmtes)  as  well  to  the 
nominative  (Das  Ganze)  of  the  first  clause  as  to  that 
(Das  Seyn)  of  the  second.  The  peculiarity  has  been 
attempted  to  be  conveyed  in  the  translation.  Such 
longe-referent,  multi-referent  construction  is  not  unusual 
in  Hegel,  and  brings  its  own  difficulties.  It  would  be 
hard  to  believe  the  immense  length  of  time  the  present 
student  lay  without  power  of  movement  before  this 
jiarticular  sentence : the  relative  page  of  the  relative 
volume  of  Hegel,  at  all  events,  is  about  as  brown  as 
the  opening  pages  of  a boy’s  school-book.  Yet  the 
difficulty  does  not  appear  great  now.  At  first,  how- 
ever, in  the  uncertainty  of  the  new  terms  and  the  new 
notions,  any  such  peculiarity -of  construction  is  coy  of 
determination,  and  so  is  apt  to  throw  us  for  long  com- 
pletely out. 

As  regards  the  terms,  there  is  not  much  occasion  to 
add  any  remark.  For  Daseyn,  perhaps,  There-ness,  So- 
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ness,  as  well  as  Ness-ness,  would  be  more  eligible  than 
There-being,  &c.  For  setzen  we  have  used  the  term 
evolution;  but  we  shall  have  a better  opportunity  for 
the  further  discussion  of  this  word.  Vermittelung  is 
an  awkward  term  to  convey  in  English : it  is  that 
proce.ss,  mediation,  or  intervention  of  means,  which 
brings  about  a result ; in  fact,  it  is  always  a bringing 
about.  Lihalt,  as  usual,  is  a complexiui  notarum,  a 
complement  of  the  significates  of  logical  compre- 
hension. 

b.  Quality. 

The  difficulty  here  is  to  conceive — picture — negation 
as  There-being,  or  Thereness,  and  Quality ; it  is  hard 
to  iiLspissate  Nothing  with  Substance;  we  must  fix  our 
eye  on  the  substantial  negation  in  all  quality  as  steadily 
as  we  can,  however.  The  moment  of  objective  reflexion 
must  be  well  looked  at  here.  The  one  element  is  dis- 
tinguished from  the  other,  and  so,  therefore,  it  is  now  a 
reflected  entity,  or  it  contains  a reflexion  from  the 
other  in  it,  at  the  same  time  that,  by  distinction,  it  is  in 
a manner  shed  oflT  or  reflected  on  to  its  own  self.  The 
effect  of  the  bestimmen  of  Being  by  Nothing  may  be 
illustrated.  ‘ Daseyn  ist  bestimmtes  Seyn ’ one  might 
almost  translate  this.  There-being  is  curdled  Being; 
or  There-nm  is  curdled-nm.  Something  of  a real 
negation  may  be  so  seen. — Again,  throw  into  that  clear 
air  so  much  cold,  and  it  is  opacified,  curdled  into  a 
cloud.  In  these  examples,  one  might  fignre  that  nega- 
tion had  been  added  to  the  Being  that  was,  and  so 
this  opaque,  curdled,  determined  There-being  resulted. 
Being,  in  short,  is  deter7nined ; there  is  a terminus  put 
to  it,  a negation;  and  so  it  is  There-being,  so  much 
there-ness. 
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Remark. 

Itriility  and  Xiyaiion. 

This  observation  is  full  of  the  most  excellent  mat- 
ter, and  opens  striking  vistas  into  several  veiy  un- 
expected directions.  This  applies  to  the  sum  of  all 
Realities,  to  that  of  all  Negations — to  the  notions  of 
God’s  Goodness,  Justice,  Wisdom,  Power — to  that  of 
Absolute  Power,  &c.  Ac.  The  allusion  to  Bbhme  is 
verj’’  interesting  ; and  as  regards  Spinoza,  the  critique 
of  Hegel  is  always,  as  we  shall  have  more  occasion  to 
sec  in  the  sequel,  absolutely  irresistible  and  inasterljL 
There  is  a hint,  too,  veiy  well  worth  observing,  that 
though  the  individual  belongs  to  other  spheres  than 
that  of  Seyn,  he  must,  so  far  as  he  holds  of  Seyn, 
submit  to  the  characterisations  of  Seyn.  The  Avriting 
here  is  so  exoteric.,  that  comment  is  unnecessary.  7\s 
regards  terms,  I would  just  point  out  that,  in  the  be- 
ginning of  the  Remark,  Hegel  himself  sets  an  sieh  as 
equal  to  im  Begriffe.  As  regards  the  hopelessness  of 
solution  Avhieh  some  may  feel  in  regard  to  Goodness, 
PoAver,  &c.,  let  me  suggest  that  vital  reciprocitij  Avhich 
is  the  root  of  the  Avhole : ri<jht  is  right  only  because 
there  is  a left ; w/>,  up,  only  because  there  is  a doum  ; 
and  each  is  quite  as  much  in  the  other — or  simply 
other — as  it  is  in  itself,  or  itself. 

With  a general  I’ernark  or  tAvo,  aa'c  shall  pass  on. 
If  we  suppose  Avhat  Daseyn  is,  to  have  been  thought 
before  Dasejm  Avas,  Ave  shall  come  to  see,  on  duo 
consideration,  that  it  could  not  have  been  thought 
otherAvise  than  Hegel  indicates.  It  is  to  this  strict 
thinking  of  Hegel  that  Ave  are  to  refer  his  tendency  to 
keep  in  vdcAv  the  etymological  meaning  of  his  terms. 
In  fact,  this  alone  ought  to  bo  a guarantee  of  his 
sincerity,  and  earnestness,  and  good  faith  Avith  us. 
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lie  is  not  contented  with  a vague  sign ; he  docs  not 
move  in  tropes  ; lie  must  have  a word  that  accurately 
and  precisely  and  exactly  cuts  out  his  thought ; and  he 
never  uses  a word  without  distinctly  seeing  what  it 
amoimts  to,  or  perfectly  satisfying  himself  that  it  is 
adequate  to  his  purpose.  This,  however,  makes  the 
difficulty  of  Hegel ; because  in  him,  if  we  attempt,  as 
the  sensuous  modern  literature  has  taught  us,  to  float 
on  with  words  in  their  ordinary  and  current  sense,  we 
find  ourselves  presently  lost.  It  is  a severe  task,  then, 
to  him  who  would  follow  Hegel,  to  keep  by  the  thought 
, of  Hegel,  and,  in  spite  of  the  cloud  of  current  sense, 
recognise  distinctly  in  each  word,  and  even  in  each 
fraction  of  a word,  what  that  precisely  is  which  Hegel 
means  it  to  convey.  Take  the  word  endlich,  finite,  for 
example  : if  we  commit  ourselves  to  the  vague  and 
phantiLsy-exciting  signification  in  common  use,  we  shall 
never  see  into  the  Notion ; while,  on  the  contrary,  how 
different,  how  clear  it  becomes  when  Ave  tame  phantasy 
into  thought,  and  correct  loose  opinion  by  etymology! 
That  is  finite  Avhich  is  ended  or  endable  in  .space,  in 
time,  or  in  thought ; that  is  infinite  which  is  neither 
ended  nor  endable  in  space,  in  time,  or  in  thought: 
rather,  anything  in  time  and  space  is  superfluous,  every- 
thing in  these  being  limited  by  other,  and  thought 
Avith  the  pure  forms  of  sense  themselves  is  alone  Avhat 
is  infinite.  Consider  Ego,  for  example : it  is  Avholly 
infinite — unended,  unendable. 

It  is  this  same  close  restricting  of  himself  to  reality 
Avhich  has  procured  Hegel  the  reproach  of  Haym,  that 
perception  is  always  behind  him.  The  reproach  is  a 
compliment : Hegel  would  deal  Avith  facts  of  existence, 
and  not  Avith  fictions  of  conception.  It  does  not  fol- 
loAV,  indeed,  that  thought  is  less  pure  thought  because 
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perception  is  behind  it ; rather,  in  an  opposite  supposi- 
tion, thought  would  bo  but  empty  idle  subjectivity : 
function  and  affection  are  necessary  complementary  re- 
ciprocals. Still  the  development  from  Seyn  to  Daseyn 
which  we  have  witnessed,  though  true  to  perception,  has 
’always  found  its  materials  within  its  own  self.  (The 
divmons  are,  of  course,  from  their  very  nature,  anticipa- 
tions.) What  is  said  of  a Category  is  always  to  be  un- 
derstood by  reference  to  the  world  of  facts  ; but  this  is 
the  point  wliich  must  not  be  overlooked,  that  it  is  also 
universally  and  necessarily  true  and  applicable  in  that 
world.  In  reading  Daseyn,  for  example,  it  just  gains 
in  sense  and  truth,  the  more  real  and  energetic  and 
entire  the  reference  is  which  we  make  to  the  con- 
crete : the  thing  is,  that  the  characterisation  is  unex- 
ceptive.  Besides,  we  have  not  to  occupy  ourselves 
with  the  concomitant  reflexions  in  such  manner  as  to 
hide  from  ourselves  the  progressively  extricated  dif- 
ferentia which  are  again  re-incorporated  to  increase 
and  progress. 

The  homogeneousness  with  which  Being  and  Nothing 
are  one  in  There-being  is  the  important  consideration. 
We  have  not  Being  here,  and  Nothing  there  : they  are 
perfectly  incorporated  into  a One.  Light  and  dark- 
ness are,  as  it  were,  perfectly  commingled  into  the 
resultant  colour.  Again,  the  colour  is  directly  a light, 
as  There-hemg  is  directly  Being ; but  the  other  mo- 
ment, darkness.  Nothing,  is  equally  there,  and  will  mani- 
fest itself  on  its  own  side.  Colour  is  not  partly  light, 
and  partly  dark  ; it  is  a unifonn  simple  Immediate  : 
still  it  is  the  Grundlage,  the  neutral  base,  in  which 
light  and  darkness  both  are  — ideellement,  that  is — 
ideally — moments,  but  sublated.  The  illustration  cor- 
responds not  inexactly.  The  dejhiiteness,  then,  seems 
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mainly  due  to  the  negative  element : it  is  the  dark 
gives  colour  and  distinction  in  colour.  Not  very  dif- 
ferent is  it  in  the  case  of  a flavour ; the  peculiarity  of 
it,  the  difference  of  it,  is  the  edge,  and  seems  apart 
from  the  body  of  the  flavour  : when  it  is  all  pecuharity 
or  edge,  it  is  thin,  worthless,  or  passes  into  Nothing. 
(One  meets  characters  who  are  all  edge,  distinction, 
emphasis,  accent ; they  cut,  but  they  do  not  move : 
the  fair  union  makes  the  great  man,  as  Homer,  Sopho- 
cles, Epaminondas,  Cervantes,  &c.)  Sound  is  much 
the  same  ; it  is  determination  by  silence  that  produces 
musical  notes : possibly,  varying  proportions  of  vibra- 
tion and  non-vibration  constitute  much  of  the  differ- 
ence in  sounds.  Colour,  in  like  manner,  may  result, 
not,  as  in  the  coarse  theory  of  Goethe,  from  a mecha- 
nical mixture  of  light  and  darkness,  but  from  variety 
in  the  alternation  of  vibration  and  non-vibration  (un- 
dulation offers  no  difference  to  make  a difficulty).  It 
is  remarkable,  too,  that  there  4vre  seven  musical  notes 
and  seven  colours ; and  if  the  latter  be  really  reducible 
to  three,  is  such  reduction  applicable  to  the  fonner  ? 
Are  colours  but  music  to  the  eye  — music  but  colours 
to. the  ear  .5’  Perhaps,  variety  in  odours  and  flavours 
similarly  arises,  and  all  difference  is  but  alternation  of 
vibration  and  non-vibration.  Thus,  too,  may  neutral 
effects  be  accounted  for,  as  the  black  of  the  union  of 
iron  and  gallic  acid  in  ink.  Non-being,  then,  is  the 
seat  of  determination,  the  edge  of  difference  — liow 
else  is  edge  conceivable  but  as  cessation  ? Edge  here, 
too,  is  but  another  word  for  the  smack,  the  pitch,  the 
feel.  In  this  way  we  can  see  difference  in  identity 
almost  as  a matter  of  fact,  ^¥e  can  conceive  what  is 
as  the  one  identical,  infinitesimal  spore  whose  vibra- 
tion is  its  difference — and  that  is  the  all  of  thought 
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as  exhibited.  Hegel’s  general  view  must  be  capable 
of  being  so  stated.  What  is  the  universe  to  him,  if 
not  tlie  one  absolute  vox  inllecting  itself  into  its  in- 
volved vomlations  ? Bestimimmg  is  ljut  articulation, 
and  tlie  absolute  Bestimmimg  is  but  the  absolute 
articulation  of  the  absolute  one  — and  tliat  one  is  just 
Thought : Thought’s  own  native  articulations  consti- 
tute tlie  All  of  Things. — ^’Ihe  above  remarks,  it  is  to 
be  undei-stood,  however,  are  not  to  be  regarded  tnate- 
rial/i/,  or  in  tliemselves,  but  only  formally  and  rela- 
tively, as  illustrative  of  the  union  of  Being  and  Nothing 
in  every  There-being. 


c.  Something. 

The  reader  ought  to  pay  particular  attention  to  this 
section,  for  it  is  tlie  most  important  we  have  yet  seen, 
botli  in  itself  and  as  illustrative  of  tlie  thinking  peculiar 
to  Hegel. — We  may  notice,  in  the  first  place,  what  is 
spoken  of  as  the  Untei-schied,  the  inter-shed,  the  dis- 
tinction, the  dif-ference,  which  in  There-being  appeal’s  as 
Ileality  and  Negation.  It  is  the  same  difference  which 
was  fii-st  named  Being  and  Nothing,  then  Origin  and 
Decease,  and  now  as  here.  Being  and  Nothing  collapsed, 
or  were  eclipsed,  into  the  concrete  neutral  base.  Be- 
coming ; There-being  assumed  a like  relation  to  Origin 
and  Decease  ; and  now  we  see  Something  similarly 
to  resume  Reality  and  Negation.  Thus,  then,  we  sec 
Logical  Determination  verily  in  process  ; the  moments 
have  successively  thicke7ied  themselves,  and  the  base 
(which  is  jiLSt  also  a moment)  has  likewise  successively 
thickened  itself.  Now,  the  means  productive  of  this 
thickening  has  been  simply  Reliexion,  or  indeed  just — 
Thinking  : the  one  moment  of  the  single  logical  rhyth- 
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nnis  parses  into  its  opposite,  and  will)  it  collapses  into 
a higher  third  : this  is  Hegel’s  Dialectic ; but  it  is  also 
Simple  Aj:>prchension,  Judgment,  and  Eeason  ; or  it  is 
Begriff,  Urthcil,  Schluss ; or,  again.it  is  uXt;, 
kvTsyAyjsia,  An  sich,  fiir  sich,  &c.  &c.* 

What  we  have  to  see  here,  however,  is,  that  the 
Diflerence  exists,  and  that  it  is  alway.s,  in  whatever 
form,  still  the  Dinbrence, — an  antithesis  and  at  the 
same  time  synthesis  of  two  such,  that  the  one  is  only 
because  the  other  is,  and  both  collapse  into  a Third. 
The  reader  must  bear  in  mind  the  inter-shed,  then,  as 
the  j)riraordial,  but  ever-present  and  vital.  Diaeresis  or 
Diaphora  of  the  world : Yes  — No  — Both  ! 

The  single  pivot  of  this  section,  however,  finds  itself 
in  the  phrases  first  and  second  negation,  the  negation  of 
the  negation,  the  concrete  absolute  negation,  resolution  of 
difference,  suhlation  of  distinction,  the  negative  reference 
of  self  to  self,  the  negative  unity  of  self  with  self,  the 
Mediation  of  self  with  self  Being-within-Self,  &.C. ; all  of 
which  just  mean  the  same  thing,  and  that  is,  the  ne- 
gatioir  of  the  constitutfw^  Variety,  or  Many  into  the 
constitutce/  Unit  or  One,  or  the  ab-sorption  of  tlie  Parts 
into  the  ^\^lole,  Siiid  Wliole  being  further  regarded  as 
simply  Singular.  In  Something,  in  short.  There-being 
just  sublates  its  own  tlifl’erence,  or  it  returns  to  itself 
from  its  own  diflerence,  and  is  thus  gone  into  itself. 
If  anyone  will  consider  what  a Subject  is,  he  will 
readily  understand  this:  an  Ego  or  I is  the  unity  of  an 
infinitude  of  details,  but  as  Ego  it  is  wholly  nega- 
tive, as  Ego  all  its  details  have  disappeared ; Ego  is, 

• Perhaps  it  Is  confusing  to  call  standing  or  judgment:  an  instance 
this  movement  Uellcxion,  ns  Hegel  of  tliis  occurs  in  this  rerj’  para- 
reserves  that  term  for  only  one  of  graph,  in  an  allusion  to  Uiifurmctl 
its  contained  moments— that  of  the  Kelle-viou. 

Bi*parating  and  tt1»lracting  iiuder- 
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therefore,  the  negative  unity  of  itself  with  itself,  or 
the  mediation  of  itself  with  itself ; and  thus  is  it  the 
negation  of  the  negation,  for  its  details  are  in  the  fii*st 
instance  as  negative  to  it,  (the  abstract  negative  is  here 
involved,  productive  of  variety  or  difference,)  but  it 
as  return  to  itself  is  the  negation  of  the  negation,  and 
the  resumption  of  concrete  unity.  The  two  negatives 
or  negations  are  thus,  then,  very  clear  ; and  Something 
as  negation  of  the  negation  is  seen  to  be  the  beginning 
of  the  Subject.  The  words  in  the  text,  ‘ There-being 
in  general.  Distinction  in  it,  and  resolution  of  this  Dis- 
tinction,’ contain  the  whole  business.  In  these  words, 
too,  the  moments  come  completely  to  the  surface : 
‘ There-being  in  general  ’ is  the  Immediacy  of  the 
Begriff,  the  An  sich,  or  the  moment  of  Simple  Appre- 
hension ; ‘ Distinction  in  it  ’ is  the  Mediacy  of  the 
Ur-theil,  or  the  moment  of  Judgment ; and  ‘ resolu- 
tion of  this  distinction  ’ is,  as  Schluss  or  resuming 
Totality,  the  moment  of  Kcason.  In  him  who  shall 
understand  this  section,  the  lesson  of  Hegel  has  fairly 
begun.  Every  way  the  thinking  here  is  admirable : 
consider  the  pointing  out,  though  that  is  an  anticipa- 
tion, and  Something  has  first  of  all  to  other  itself  in 
itself, — that  Something,  as  in  itself  Becoming,  goes 
asunder  into  the  concrete  Werden  that  has  Something 
and  Other  as  its  sides,  both  of  which  are  Some- 
things. 

The  reader  will  get  a glimpse  of  the  negative  refer- 
ence to  self,  if  he  will  conceive  his  finger  running 
questioningly  over  an  unknown  surface,  and  suddenly 
returning  from  the  edge  of  the  same  back,  as  it  were, 
to  its  centre  with  the  word  icood,  or  stone,  or  (jlass, 
&c.,  as  the  case  may  be.  Let  him  suppose  himself 
to  be  blindfolded,  and  successive  surfaces  to  be  tenta- 
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lively  ollerod  to  one  finger,  and  he  will  find  that  he  is 
in  contact  for  some  time  simply  with  an  unknown  blur 
of  diflerence,  which  blur  suddenly  collapses  to  a unity — 
and  to  a unity  of  self-reference  — when  what  it  is  — 
and  that  is  its  notion — suddenly  strikes  him.  Then 
only  when  it  attains  self-reference  is  the  blur  — Some- 
thing. negel’s  Metaphysic  of  Something,  then, — and 
it  is  perfect,  for  no  Something  in  the  Univei'se  but  will 
be  found  to  be  accurately  constituted  m. — is  but  a 
concrete  act  of  Perception  as  Perception  was  deter- 
mined by  Kant.  Consider  what  an  unknown  blur  the 
Santa  Jfaria  must  have  proved  to  the  Lidiaus  who 
watched  with  a|ipalled  astonishment  those  bright  shapes, 
Columbus  and  the  harnessed  Spaniiirds,  descending  from 
it ; and  consider,  again,  the  easy  unity  of  self-reference 
in  which  it  would  have  all  gone  together  as  ‘ship’ 
to  the  eyes  of  any  European  sailor,  had  any  such,  by 
shipwreck  or  otherwi.se,  found  himself  among  them ! 
All  this  refers  to  Kant’s  theorj^  of  perception — a theoiy 
which,  as  stated  at  full  elsewhere  * in  its  own  place, 
shall  only  be  alluded  to  here.  This  theoiy,  Ave  may 
observe,  Hegel  has  undoubtedly  made  his  own ; but 
we  know  of  no  evidence  at  present  that  anyone  has 
previously  recognised  its  presence  and  creative  activity 
in  him,  nor,  indeed,  that  any  but  Hegel  has  recognised 
it  in  Kant  even.  Noav  that  it  is  pointed  out,,  however, 
it  is  quite  likely  that  it  Avill  be  found  in  many  words 
which  never  yielded  it,  and  of  many  people  who  never 
thought  of  it  before.  Hi  Kant’s  theory  of  Perception, 
then,  there  are  three  momenta : there  is,  fu^st,  the 
manifold  of  Sense ; second,  the  synthetic  unity  of  the 
Category  ; and  third,  the  Apperception  of  the  indi- 
vidual subject.  This,  again,  is  but  the  Notion  of 

• lu  another  work. 
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Ilegel : the  Catcgorj’  is  the  Universal ; the  Maiiifokl,  tlio 
I’articular ; and  subjective  Apperception,  tlie  Singular. 
Kow,  we  have  seen  manifolds  united  into  the  self- 
referent Singles,  wood,  stone,  glass,  ship,  &c.,  and  it 
ap])ears  as  if  this  self-reference  were  the  residt  of  the 
single  Categorj'  Something.  But  this  is  not  the  case : 
in  an  act  of  Bercejjtion  tliere  are  generally  a va.st 
number  of  Categories  involved.  The  Indians  who  saw 
tlie  Santa  Maria,  though  they  had  no  form  ‘ shij)  ’ to 
apply,  were,  nevertheless,  not  idle  witli  their  Categories, 
but  laid  soon  stuck  it  full  with  many  characterisations 
of  their  own.  It  was  a thing,  and  had  rjualities ; it 
was  a force-,  perliaps  it  was  an  animal  and  had  life  : 
it  was  certainly  there  in  Quantity  and  Quality ; it 
was  Something,  it  had  definite  Being,  it  involved  Be- 
coming, it  implied  pure  Being.  Tliis  is  to  try  and 
convey  to  the  reader  that  all  perceptions  — that  is, 
just  all  objects  — are  but  congeries  of  Categories,  of 
Notions.  Take  any  object  you  like,  and  throw  out  of 
it  one  after  the  other  the  Categories  you  have  thought 
into  it  (Kant),  or  which  are  in  it  (Ilegel)  — then  ask 
yourself  what  remains  ? To  the  common  mind  what 
remains  is  still  the  object,  the  wood,  stone,  glass,  ship, 
in  absolute,  isolated,  free  independence,  after  as  before. 

• To  Kant  Avhat  remains  is  the  manifold  of  sense  — 
affection  set  up  in  us  by  the  unknown  thing  in  itself 
or  things  in  themselves  without  us,  disposed'  into  the 
really  internal,  but  apparently  external,  forms  of  space 
and  time  : this,  then,  is  what  remains  to  Kant  — an 
nnperceived,  incoherent  manifold  of  Affection.  To 
Ilegel,  again,  what  remains  must  be  otherwise  cha- 
racterised. For  him,  the  Kantian  Thing-in-itself,  as  a 
mere  void  characterless  assumption,  exists  not.  To 
him,  again,  the  sensuous  element,  affection,  as  but  the 
externalisation  or  mere  other  of  the  intellectual  ele- 


Digitized±)y  Google 


QUAUTY  INTKKrKETED,  ETC. 


99 


inent,  function,  exists  only  in  this  latter.  To  Hegel, 
consequently,  withdrawal  of  the  Categories  is  the  toUrl 
eclipse  at  once  of  an  inner  and  an  outer ; or  Sense,  as 
but  the  retlexiou  of  Thought,  must  disappear  with 
Thought.  If  you  discharge,  indeed,  all  Categories 
from  any  object  — a stone,  say  — what  is  there  then 
that  does  remain  ? Can  you  name  it  ? can  you  find 
in  it  a single  character  whereby  you  can  say  it  ? No ; 
it  is  unsayable,  an  Unsagbares,  a characterless  void, 
like  the  Kantian  Thing-in-itself!  At  least,  it  is  £is 
nothing  to  the  other  element,  which  has  Just  been 
discharged,  or  at  best  it  is  only  the  other  of  that  ele- 
ment. To  Hegel,  then,  the  object  of  Thought  is 
Thought,  and  anything  else  opined  in  it  is  but  its  other 
as  other.  But  Hegel  is  not  satisfied  with  saying  as 
much  ; he  wishes  to  show  as  much,  and  he  exhibits  the 
object  of  Thought — just  tiie  object — in  gradual  growth 
from  the  Nothing  of  Pure  Being  up  to  the  All  and  the 
One  of  the  Absolute  Spirit.  The  Logic  of  Hegel,  then, 
is  but  the  genetic  exposition  of  the  true  Thing-in-itself 
as  opposed  to  the  inane  Thing-in-itself  of  Kant.  Nay, 
the  reader  must  feel  this  himself  now — after  the  Meta- 
physic of  Something.  Has  not  a light  gone  up  to  him 
thence?  Has  he  not  felt  that  the  solidity  of  every 
Something  was,  after  all.  Thought  ? Has  he  not  been 
made  to  see  that  even  his  ordimiry  perceptions  imply 
thoughts,*  are  impossible  without  thoughts,  and  that 
these  thoughts  constitute  the  all-important  moments  of 
these  perceptions?  Even  to  him,  then,  now,  in  this 
Logic,  is  it  not  the  formation  of  the  Thing-in-itself  he 
sees  before  him  ? If  we  refer  now  to  a passage  quoted 
from  the  ‘ Phaenomenologie,’  a little  way  back,  we 
shall  see  how  much  the  ‘ Logik  ’ is  a rise  as  regards 
the  same.  What  wjis  to  Hegel  in  the  one  work  the 
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vaf^ue,  inarliculato,  as  it  were  dreaming,  Sicliselbstgluidi- 
lieit,  or  equality  witli  self,  is  here  the  precise,  fully- 
developed,  perfectly  self-eons(dous  negative  reference  to 
sell’.  Kant  is,  in  every  wtiy,  the  inatena  of  Ilegel ; 
but  if  anyone  will  reali.se  to  himself  what  thinking  lay 
in  Ilegel  iK'tween  those  determinations  of  the  ‘ I’hae- 
nomenologie  ’ and  these  of  the  ‘ Logik,’  he  will  get  a 
glimpse  into  such  jirofundity,  accompanied  by  such  a 
sense  of  weight,  as  will  make  his  head  ache  and  ache 
again.  Ilegel  is  a royal  thinker,  the  most  tenacious, 
tlie  most  deej)ly-incisive,  the  most  long-breathed,  tlie 
world  has  ever  witnessed. 

Tlie  necessity  of  the  one  of  a notion  to  the  many  of 
sense  before  we  can  even  perceive : this,  a determina- 
tion of  Kant,  is  another  way  of  exhibiting  the  germ- 
eell  of  Ilegel.  Ilegel  .saw  this  to  be  tiece.s.sarilj',  in  every 
ca.'^e,  a negative  reference  to  self ; and  he  just  made  it 
his  object  to  find  all  the  casen,  and  in  their  sequence 
and  system.  How  much,  then,  deep  consideration  of 
what  constitutes  Kant’s  theoiy  of  Perception,  and  also 
the  Thing-in-itself,  had  to  do  with  the  origin  of  the 
system  of  Hegel,  ought  now  to  be  tolerably  clear,  and 
we  may  conclude  here  with  a word  on  two  or  three 
of  the  terms. 

Ji’eal  and  Reality  must  always  be  understood  by  refer- 
ence to  the  place  in  the  development  where  the  latter 
woi'd  emerges ; indeed,  this  is  a remark  univeisially 
applicable  as  regards  the  terms  of  Hegel : to  under- 
stand them  we  have  just  to  refer  to  the  Moment  out 
of  which  their  Notion  rose.  Opine,  as  usiad,  concerns 
crude  subjective  ///cot-ung,  as  it  were  the  mere  minc- 
ing,  my-ing,  or  nic-ing  of  thought.  JJeiny-icitliin-self, 
or  Insichseyn  : the  eflect  of  Jn  here,  as  contradistin- 
guished from  An,  must  be  seen  into ; it  is  attempted 
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to  be  couveycd  by  within.  Li  Something,  indeed,  a 
ivithin  begins. 

‘ In  Sonietliing  Mediation  witli  Self  lia.s  readied  por- 
tion : ’ tiiese  last  tliree  words  translate  ist  ge.setzt.  The 
meaning  plainly  is,  that,  in  the  one  notion,  the  other 
M e.rplicit  or  fiiirly  overt,  and  expressed,  that  is,  it  is  in 
I/Ogical  Position.  This  setzen,  esjiecially  in  its  deriva- 
tives Gesetztseyn  and  Gesetztes,  is  alwaj's  particularly 
troublesome  to  an  English  translator.  What  it  means 
here  is  hapjhly  particularly  plain,  however. 

The  would-be  abstract  Nothing,  of  course,  refers  to 
the  common  understanding,  and  its  ‘ it  is  the  same 
thing,  therefore,  whether  I have  a house  or  nothing,  a 
hundred  dollars  or  nothing,  &c.’  This  Nothing  ])lainly 
would  be  abstract,  or  is  supposed  to  be  abstract ; but,  on 
the  contrary,  it  is  evidently  concrete,  as  it  refers  to  a 
concrete — house,  dollars,  &c. 

That  the  most  abstract  determinations  ‘ are  also  the 
most  current  expressions  of  unformed  redexion,’  (and 
it  is  hoped  the  manner,  ‘ the  reflexion,’  &c.,  will  not 
prove  too  foreign  here,)  might  have  been  suggested  to 
Hegel  by  a remark  of  Kant’s  at  page  280  of  the  Logic, 
in  his  collected  works,  which  points  out  that  abstract 
notions  are  ‘ sehr  brauchbar,’  very  useful  and  useable, 
‘ as  they  may  be  applied  to  many  things.’  Some  forty- 
' three  pages  further  on,  Hegel  says  the  same  thing  again 
thus:  ‘ to  unformed  thought,  the  abstractest  categories. 
Being,  There-being,  Eeality,  Finitude,  &c.,  are  the  most 
current.’  Hegel’s  own  thought  is  evidently  here,  even 
were  it  on  occa.sion  of  Kant,  which,  however, — the 
whole  matter  is  of  little  moment, — is  not  certain. 
Nevertheless,  one  cannot  read  the  I>^)gic  of  Kant  — 
seemingly  meagre  as  it  is — without  thinking  perpetu- 
•ally  how  much  this  and  that  must  have  done  for  Hegel. 
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Here  is  a passage  which  well  illustrates  the  Voi-stelhing 
of  Ilegol,  as  well  as  the  ])roduction  of  a pure  universal 
‘Logik’as  parallel  to  a pure  universal  ‘Grammatik;’ — 

Knowledge  of  the  Universal  in  ahstmcto  is  Speculative 
Knowledge ; Knowledge  of  the  Universal  in  coucreio,  com- 
mon knowledge.  Philosophical  knowledge  is  Speculative 
knowledge  of  Reason,  and  it  begins  therefore  there  where  the 
common  exercise  of  Ke,a.son  commences  to  make  attempts  in 
the  cognition  of  the  Universal  in  ahxtraclo. 

Urom  this  determination  of  the  difference  between  the 
common  and  the  speculative  use  of  Reason,  we  may  infer 
wh.at  people  the  beginning  of  philosophising  must  date  fr4>m. 
Of  all  nations  the  Greeks,  then,  first  began  to  philosophise. 
For  they  first  attempted  to  cultivate  cognitions  of  Rea,son, 
not  by  aid  of  the  leading-string  of  images,  (figures,  pictures,) 
but  in  ahstmcto  ; while  other  nations,  on  the  contrary,  sought 
to  make  Notions  intelligible  to  themselves  always  only  by 
means  of  images  in  concreto.  Thus  even  at  the  present  day 
there  are  nations,  as  the  Chinese  and  certain  Indians,  who 
treat  indeed  of  things  which  are  derived  solely  from  reason, 
as  of  G(xl,  the  Immortality  of  the  Soul,  &c.,  but  seek  not, 
neverthel&s.s,  to  explore  the  nature  of  these  objects  according 
to  notions  and  rules  in  ahstracto* 

Kaut  goes  on  to  say,  tliat  what  Philosophy  appears 
among  Persians  and  Arabians  comes  from  Aristotle, 
tliat  the  Zendave.sta  displays  no  trace  of  the  same,  and 
that  the  ‘ gepriesene  ’ Egyjitian  wisdom  was,  in  com- 
parison with  Greek  Philosophy,  mere  child’s-play.  The 
antithesis  of  the  Ilegelian  Conception  to  the  Hegelian 
Notion  is  precisely  that  of  an  Image  in  concreto  and 
a Thought  in  ahstmcto.  It  is  as  images  or  pictures, 
one  sees,  that  conceptions  are  just  representations  of 
notions.  The  hint  to  Hegel’s  whole  process  is  also 
plain  here.  We  could  all,  however,  have  seen  this  hint, 

• ()]>.  cit.  p.  180. 
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hut  it  was  only  a TIegol  who  could  realise  it.  Here 
from  the  ‘ Soul’s  Tragedy  ’ of  that  wouderfully  analytic 
and  subtle  character-reproducing  Poet,  Browning,  is  a 
passage  which  may  illustrate  the  same  subject  of  Con- 
ceptions and  Notions : — 

As  when  a child  conies  in  breathles.slj  and  relates  a strange 
story,  you  try  to  conjecture  from  the  very  falsities  in  it,  what 
the  reality  was, — do  not  conclude  that  he  saw  nothing  in  the 
sky,  liecause  he  assuredly  did  not  see  a flying  horse  there,  as 
he  says, — so,  through  the  contradictory  expression,  do  you 
see,  men  should  look  painfully  for,  and  trust  to  arrive  events 
ually  at,  what  you  call  the  true  principle  at  bottom. 

This  suggests  another  Hegelian  characteristic:  we, 
like  dupes,  are  led  daily,  and  blindfolded,  by  ‘ what 
j'ou  call  the  true  principle  at  bottom,’  without  the 
slightest  notion  of  what  it  is  ; but  he,  for  his  [lart,  must 
see  and  know  and  settle  it  all  as  Wesen. 


B. 

FIXITUDE. 

'fhe  reader  will  find  elements  of  difficulty  here.  Let 
him  remember,  first  of  all,  the  exact  point  of  the 
development  at  which  he  has  arrived.  He  has  seen 
There-being  sublate  its  own  determiuateness,  distinc- 
tion, or  dilference  by  reflexion  into  its  own  self  as  a 
Something.  The  sublation  has  not  destroyed  the  differ- 
ence,  however,  which  still,  as  it  were,  remains  outside 
the  reflexion  into  self,  and  thus  distinguished  from  the 
self  of  the  Something  is,  in  that  relation.  Other.  The 
reader  must  see  that  the  other  is  not  imported  from 
elsewhere,  but  that  the  Something  others  itself  in  itself. 
This  is  the  first  point  to  be  observed,  and  it  is  one  of 
the  greatest  importtmee  : we  must  never  part  company 
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witli  wliat  we  Imve  before  us,  atid  always  see  clearly 
whither  we  arc  arrived.  At  present  we  have  reaidied 
kXJinething  and  Other,  which,  as  siicli,  have,  in  the  first 
instance,  the  air  of  being  indiflerent  in  regard  to  each 
other.  Kow,  it  is  important  to  see  that,  each  being 
erjuallj'  a Something  and  only  other  because  of  the 
otlier,  the  element  of  negation  is  not  in  them  them- 
selves, but  falls  out  or  outside  of  both.  But  this  in- 
volves a reflexion  the  one  from  the  other,  Avith  the 
result  that  Something  is  in  itidf  again.st  its  Bcing-for- 
Other.  To  undei-stand  this,  Ave  must  see  that  aa'c  have 
not  introduced  a foreign  other,  that  the  other  spoken  of 
is  the  (j//((’rAvliich  reflected  itself  in  the  Something  itself, 
and  Avliich  still  is  the  Something,  but  so  that  the  Some- 
thing there  is  as  Other,  or  is  its  oavu  Being-as-Other. 
This  is  the  true  deA'elopment  of  the  notion  implied  in 
the  Hegelian  Seyn-fiir-Anderes.  The  reflexion  by 
Avhich  the  nei/ation  Avas  identified  Avith  There-being, 
and  restored  to,  or  inaiiporated  Avith,  the  reality — and 
these  Avere  the  moments  of  There-being — gave  birth  to 
the  Something,  which  Something  again,  a-s  negatiA'e 
reflexion  into  self,  invoked  iiwother  from  Avhich  the 
reflexion  took  place.  But  this  other  AA'as  still  its  OAvn  ; 
and  it  is  the  jieculiar  constitution  of  every  Something 
in  this  univei'se,  that  it  imarlves,  or  implies,  or  contains 
its  oAvn  other.  There,  hoAvever,  in  this  region  of  other, 
the  Something  is  as  Being-as-other,  or,  as  Hegel  prefers 
it,  Being-for-other.  The  peculiar  force  of  the  German 
fur,  as  already  seen  in  the  illustrations  relative  to  fur 
rnieh  and  f ir  nick,  is  here  to  be  recalled  and  recon- 
sidered. W’e  say  in  English,  it  jmsses  for  yennine,  it 
paxxex  for  Gold,  Ac. : this  is  the  siinie  for  as  that  in 
the  Being-for-other.  Somethiiiy  in  the  determination 
so  designated,  is  every  Avay  other ; it  is  there  Avhere  it 
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is  a.9  otlicr,  and  tliere  wlierc  it  is  in  every  direction  for 
other. 

Now  this  tlie  re<Jtion  of  otherness,  is  the  region  also 
of  recognisiibleness,  determinateness.  And  again  tlie 
detennimiteness  is  tlie  Something's  own.  But  the  Some- 
thing’s determinateness  reflected  into  the  Sometliing, 
becomes  that  Sotnetliing’s  qualification  or  precise  deter- 
mination  ; meaning  tliereby  its  vocation,  destination, 
puiliose,  chief  end,  or  how  else  you  may  name  its  one 
manifestible  peculiar  nature.  Then,  again,  the  peculiar 
manifest/^/c  nature  passes  jflaiifly  into  the  peculiar 
manifest^/  nature ; and  that  is  Beschaflenheit,  or  so 
constitutedness,  which  we  may  translate,  in  opposition 
to  qualification  (from  qunlis)  by  talification  (from  talisy 
Talification,  then,  alludes  to  Something  being  consti- 
tuted such,  tliat  when  involved  with  Other  it  asserts  itself 
thus  and  thus  ; or  talis  (such  sort)  is  just  the  answer 
to  qualis  (what  sort). 

Now  this  actual  manifestation,  identical  also  (as  we 
have  seen)  with  the  potential  manifestibility,  must, 
without  dilliculty,  be  perceived  to  constitute,  as  Hegel 
says,  the  immanent  and,  at  the  same  time,  negated  Being- 
for-other,  or  the  Limit  of  the  Something.  That  it  is 
the  immanent  Being-for-other  is  plain  ; and  that,  mani- 
festing itself  only  ns  or  tchen  involved  with  other,  it  is 
also  iipqated,  is  likewise  plain.  Not  less  easy  is  it  to 
see  that  its  assertion  a</ainst  or  on  other  is  its  Limit ; 
or  that  where  it  at  once  aflirmatively  or  immancntly 
and  negatedly  or  with  other  is,  there  is  its  Limit,  or 
there  is  it  in  its  Limit. 

But  just  such  constitutioTi  (of  assertion  with  or 
against  other)  as  characterises  Limit,  is  what  we  name 
the  immanent  detennination,  projFcr  nature,  of  any 
Something. 
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La.'itlj',  if  Limit  (End)  is  the  proper  nature  of  Some- 
thing, Something  is  evidently  tlie  Finite,  or  that  wliich 
is  of  an  ended  nature — ended  and  endable,  inasmuch  as 
tliere  is  reference  to  a negatincr  Other. 

The  remark  that  follows  is  prompted  by  this — that 
Hegel  in  the  second  chapter  has  pa.sscd  into  the 
moment  of  the  Ur-theil,  and  he  excuses  the  aflir- 
mative  nature  of  the  findings  under  the  first  division 
A — affirmative  though  the  moment  is  neijative — by 
pointing  out  that,  if  in  the  first  instance  we  had  a 
positive  verdict,  and  the  Urtheil  almost  in  the  form 
of  the  BcgrifT,  we  shall  now,  under  the  second  division, 
find  all  a.s  negative  as  can  be  wished,  and  the  Urtheil 
fairly  as  Urtheil. 

Terms  here  arc  thus  explained.  Bestimmung 
emerging  from  the  development  as  the  Qualification 
or  ichat  sort  which  it  is,  is  accurately  defined  ; and 
Bcschaflenheit  no  less  so.  Immanent  is  in  everj^  English 
Dictionary. 

a.  Something  and  an  Other. 

This  is  certainly  very  difficult  thinking ; but  it  is, at  the 
same  time,  perhaps,  the  deepest,  the  most  penetrating, 
the  most  comprehensive,  which  the  modern  world  luis 
ever  witnessed.  Under  the  first  moment,  marked  1,  there 
arc  three  sub-moments : Firstly,  to  Simple  A pprel  tension , 
both  (Something  and  Other)  are  Something ; secondly, 
to  Judgment,  both  are  Other;  thirdly,  to  Eeason,  the 
Other  is  the  Other  for  itself,  and  just  so  also  is  it,  at  the 
same  time.  Something,  or  the  Something.  That  both 
are  Something,  and  that  both  arc  relatively  Other,  we 
may  take  this  as  quite  plain,  without  more  explanation ; 
but  the  Other  isolated  and  for  itself  is  more  difficult. 
Yet  this  is  not  so  very  difficult  when  the  true  point  of 
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view  is  attained  to.  The  Other  belongs  not  to  the  Some- 
things  themselves ; it  is  quite  external  to  them  ; it  is 
something  else  than  they,  then ; something  independent, 
mil  generis,  and  on  its  o'svn  account : it  may  be  isolated, 
then,  and  considered  for  itself,  and  so  on.  Then  the 
Other  as  Other  must  just  be  this  externality  as  such  of 
Nature : it  is  always  to  Spirit  its  Other,  and  nothing 
but  its  Other,  at  the  same  time  that  it  is  in  its  own 
nature  simply  the  Other  as  such.  Then  this  Other 
by  self-relle.xion  sublates  itself,  and  otherness  remains 
simply  a distinguishedness — a relativity,  not  a substan- 
tiality and  positivity. — These  are  great  thoughts : they 
are  the  truth  of  Idealism,  or,  rather,  they  are  that 
idealistic  Ecalism  which  is  the  only  True,  and  which 
extends  to  each  moment  of  the  antithesis  its  own 
rights,  in  such  manner  that  each  is  seen  to  be  but  the 
neee.ssarj'  complementary  reciprocal  of  the  other. 

Under  number  2,  we  are  to  expect  a moment  of 
rfctinction ; and  that  it  proves  to  be,  for  the  poles  of 
the  single  antithesis,  which  were  at  first  Being  and 
Nothing,  are  now  distinguished  as  Being-in-self  and 
Being-for-other.  So  far  as  words  are  concerned,  Hegel’s 
own  seem  sufficient.  We  may  just  point  out  in  passing, 
that  a firm  view  of  Non-There-being  may  be  procured 
by  considering  the  constitution  of  There-being,  in 
which  the  element  of  Negation,  which  was  still,  how- 
ever, There-being,  is  what  is  now  referred  to  as  the 
Non-There-being.  Again,  we  may  remark  that  we 
have  all  our  materials  still  before  us,  and  need  not 
move  from  the  spot,  neither  to  please  Haym,  who  will 
have  it  that  we  do  move,  nor  Eosenkranz,  who  cer- 
tainly, in  all  conscience,  moves  enough,  and  never 
thinks,  indeed,  of  staying  by  the  spot.  The  phrase 
‘ their  truth  is  their  reference,’  or  ‘ their  reference  is 
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tlieir  tnitli,’  is  uiulcrsloocl  at  onco  -when  the  Soine- 
thing  is  thoiiglit  as  otliering  itself  in  itself ; for  the 
otlier  and  the  rellexion  to  self  are  very  plainly  niiitnal 
coni])leinents,  true  only  in  their  sum.  Again,  it  is  well 
worthy  the  reader’s  deepest  consideration,  how  it  is 
that  Being  is  just  reference  to  self : there  is  a little 
corner  in  these  paragraphs  whence  there  is  a good 
glimpse  into  this.  Certainly,  we  are  not  limited  to  our 
own  materials,  but  tlie  findings  will  be  found  true  for 
all  materials ; it  is  true,  for  instance,  of  all  So»iethm(j-% 
and  of  all  Others,  that  their  truth  is  their  reference. 

Under  number  3,  as  is  natural  to  expect  now,  we 
shall  find  the  moments  which  have  been  but  just  dis- 
joined re-united  again.  There  is  no  difliculty  here, 
indeed,  to  tliose  who  have  followed  what  precedes: 
the  most  of  the  space,  in  fact,  is  biken  up  with  certain 
ex])lanations.  What  we  see  first  i.s,  that  the  Other  is 
still  in  the  Something,  though  this  latter  luis  gone  into 
itself.  Cirennistance  has  been  chosen  ex]»ressly  to  trans- 
late UmsUind,  which  is  here  the  Being-for-other.  The 
sense  of  In-itself  is  made  very  plain  here.  We  have 
spoken  of  it  as  implying  latent  jmtentiality  ; but  this 
we  see  now  is  a secondary  nuance.  The  In-it,self  is, 
fiist  of  all,  just  the  counter-reflexion  to  Being-for- 
other  ; but  then,  In-itself  without  Being-for-other  is 
only  abstract — is  oidy  potential.  The  Being-for-other, 
in  fitet.  as  regards  the  constitution  of  any  Something,  is 
in  the  In-itself,  or  just  is  in  it,  and  is  truly  the  Some- 
thing, is  truly  the  In-itself,  or  is  just  truly  it.  This 
is  all  amply  illustrated  in  the  text ; — t^specially  strik- 
ing is  it  that  In-itself  as  a characterisation  simply 
abstract  is  .simply  al.so  external.  There  is  no  allowance 
to  be  made,  then,  for  what  we  are  in  ourselves,  unless  in 
relation  to  what  we  are — or  have  manifested  oui'sclves 
— for  others. 
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Tlie  Tliing-in-itsdf  is  here  made  plain ; and  the 
simple  trick  Eetlexion  pla)’s  itself  in  such  distinctions 
is  very  simply  and  happily  exposed.  The  true  In-itself 
is  the  Notion,  whether  as  Totality  or  individual  detail : 
this,  however,  we  see,  requires  Setzen,  requires ; 
ibr  the  an  sich  is  just  at  first  the  abstract  Begrill’.  That 
suggests  the  speciid  metining  of  Gesetztseyn,  which  is 
so  dilHcult  to  render  in  English.  We  are  here  in  Seyn, 
Being  ; but  Being  is  the  reference  to  self,  and  each  of 
its  moments,  therefore,  will  be  as  beent  or  self-referent. 
A character  of  self-substantiabty  will  attach  to  each, 
and  movement  among  them  will  be  but  a passing  from 
one  to  the  other.  But  the  result  of  self-reference  is 
Being-in-self,  or  the  In-itself ; and  so  it  is  that  Being  is 
so  much  or  so  wholly  Ansichsejm.  The  moments,  then, 
here  are  rather  set  or  posited,  than  that  they  set  or 
posit  each  other ; which  latter  movement  is  that  pecu- 
liar to  Wesen  or  Essence.  This  Hegel  illustrates  by  e.x- 
ani[)les  from  both  spheres.  If  it  is  didicult  to  translate, 
we  are  not  allowed,  then,  nevertheles.s,  to  fail  to  under- 
stand. Under  Being,  the  action  of  Setzen  is  to  explicate, 
or  to  make  the  implicit  explicit.  This  is  a pi’ocess  of 
evolution,  expression,  realisation,  statement,  and  it  is 
usually  named  hhjical  po.<>ition.  Under  Essence  or 
Wesen,  the  moments  of  evolution  become  overtly 
reci[)rocal,  or  the  one  posits,  sets,  or  stakes  the  other. 
As  we  have  seen,  right  sets  left,  left  right,  &c.  Any- 
thing thus  set,  then,  is  not  independent  and  self- 
subsistent ; it  is  derivative,  repre.sentative,  vicarious, 
subdititious,  surrogative,  pronominal ; it  is  a reaction, 
a recoil,  a rebound  or  redoimd,  a repliciition,  a redexion, 
a reciprocation, — it  is  an  exinvolute,  an  exinqdicate,  an 
ocaisionate.  In  this  way,  one  can  .see  the  meaning  of 
ein  Gesetzte.s.  Again,  Gesetztseyn  just  expresses  the 
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abstract  quality  of  all  this : it  is  posititiousncss,  adjec- 
titiousness,  ascriptitiousncss,  attributiv’eness,  assertive- 
ness, &c.  &c.  In  short,  we  arc  to  see  the  universal 
presence  of  reflexion  and  reciprocation,  of  relativity 
and  correlativity,  or  of  the  relative  inference  already 
spoken  of.  No  doubt,  Hegel  sees  in  Setzen,  to  set,  or 
stake,  or  put  in  place  of,  and  from  this  the  rest  derives. 
In  reference  to  the  Metaphysical  methods  that  preceded 
his  own,  he  has  good  right  to  say  that  this  element  of 
nuituation  and  reflexion  never  entered,  and  that  the 
\vhole  eflbrt  was  to  maintain  something  positive.  We 
may  fancy  Hegel  teasing  out  substantial  unity  into  a 
whole  world  of  reflexion  ; and  then,  in  that  case,  one 
might  say.  What  is,  is  Gesetztseyn,  mere  reflexion, 
nuituation,  mutuatitiousness. 


b.  Qualljicaiion,  Talificatlon,  and  Limit. 

We  have  seen  the  Being-for^other  declared  in  the 
Something,  in  it,  rather  than  in  its  in-itself.  This  is  a 
dredging  or  deepening  of  abstract  In-itself,  into  a 
capability  of  the  Being-for-other.  Or  the  Being-for- 
othcr  being  reflected  into  the  In-itself,  this  In-itself 
is  now  be-rnediated  (concretely  furnished)  thereby.  It 
is  no  longer  abstract  latent  potentiality  which  is,  before 
us  as  the  In-itself ; the  Being-for-other  seems  now 
reflected  into  its  depths,  and  to  lie  within  it,  mediatiny 
it,  or  giving  it  a concrete  interior.  Nevertheless,  the 
In-itself  is  still  abstract  in  that  it  holds  in  it  a mere 
reflexion  of  the  Being-for-other,  and  is  still  provided 
witli  negation  or  with  Bchig-for-other.  But  what  is 
mirrored  here  is  just  inner  qualification,  inner  deter- 
mination proper,  or  peculiar  inner  nature.  One  can 
understand  this,  and  how  the  notion  o(  cajiacity  or  capa- 
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bility  is  brought  about ; and  one  can  sec  also  that  this 
is  a determiuatencss  not  only  beent,  but  an  sick  bcent, 
or  beent  in  itself.  From  In-itsclf  to  In  it,  there  is  a 
rlie  of  manifestation,  still  the  abstractness  of  the  In- 
itself  is  a necessary  moment ; without  abstractness,  the 
inner  nature  would  simply  be  Being-for-Other,  which 
it  is  not.  There  is  a peculiaiity  of  grammar  in  the 
phrase  ‘into  which  it  is  rcllected  into  itself:’  it  is 
Hegel’s,  however,  and  intentional. 

That  to  which  the  Something  is  adequate,  is  evi- 
dently the  force  of  Beetiniinuu(j  here,  which  is  thus,  as 
it  were,  equtd  to  the  Definition,  and  more  than  the 
Hiilereutia. 

No.  1 fm'ther  illustrates  this  seu.se  of  Bo.stimmung ; 
and  the  reader  has  simply  to  see  that  this  sense  has 
fairly  I'isen,  as  well  as  that  nothing  has  been  taken  in 
from  elsewhere.  Well  considered,  what  is  said  about 
‘ determinateness  manifoldly  growing  through  involution 
with  Other,’  &c.,  does  not  impugn  tliis  .statement : we 
are  still  in  pre.sence  only  of  our  original  materials. 

The  ne.xt  j)aragra])h  contains  excellent  illustration, 
but  is  dilficult,  and  requires  intimate  initiation  before 
one  can  find  oneself  at  home  in  it. 

In  the  first  place,  we  must  undeisitand  Reason  to  be 
Vernunft  (Ver-nommenes) ; and  that  implies  what  is 
taken  together  and  trans,  which  again  is  just  the  con- 
crete All  and  the  resuming  One,  or  just  the  living 
Totality  that  is.  In  this  light,  then,  Man  is  just  the 
thinking  Totality  of  all  that  is,  or  of  the  imivci’se. 
This  is  his  Determination,  but  Thought  as  such  is  his 
Deter niinateims ; or  the  one  is  his  qualification,  the 
other  his  qualificatedness.  Then,  again,  all  that  Man 
is,  even  what  in  him  has  not  the  form  of  thought  (as 
the  element  of  Xature  or  of  Sense),  is  in  ftec//’Tliought. 
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J3ut  Mull  is  tliouglit  not  only  in  tdnmdf,  but  in  him  ; 
tliat  is,  we  ciimiot  say  ‘ tliere  is  notliing  in  him,’  but 
we  must  say  tliere  is  thought  in  him : it  is  recognised 
as  liis  inanifeslible  peculiar  nature — as  his  Bestiminung, 
and  throughout  his  Avhole  actuality  and  existence. 
Thought  is  thus  concrete,  not  the  abstract  form  as 
which  we  generally  regard  it,  but  endowed  with  the 
Inhalt  and  Erfiillung,  the  imiileinent  and  coinplement 
of  actual  objectivity  and  life.  Such  is  man’s  nature, 
lil’e,  or  living  jiui-posc  ; but  this  nature  is  only  in  itxelf, 
it  is  not  a completed  realisation  and  statement,  not 
actu  full  explication  and  expansion  ; it — together  with 
this  filling  which  is  veritably  in  it — is  in  the  form  of 
Jn-itself  in  general — it  is  only  an  Js-to-be — its  Jilliiu] 
appears  as  external  to  it,  as  over-against  it,  a.s  what 
still  is  to  he  brought  into  it.  In  this  way,  this  para- 
graph will  be  found  intelligible.  I have  attempted 
to  help  a little  the  last  sentence  in  the  translation. 
The  construction  of  this  .sentence  is  peculiar ; for  the 
last  (lie  in  it,  refen'ing  to  the  EiTullung,  has  awk- 
Avardly  to  skip  clauses  to  make  good  its  reference. 
Implement  is  used  in  its  etymological  sense  for  Fill- 
ing, &c. 

No.  2 has  seven  paragraphs,  and  we  shall  remark  on 
them  separately.  The  first  is  ea.sy  in  itself,  but  is 
received  with  hesitation  and  suspicion  by  the  reader. 
Hegel  appears  here  to  ]>lay  so  very  clearly  fast  and 
loose  just  as  it  suits  him,  that  the  Hocus  Focus  of  the 
whole  business  must  just  be  held  patent.  It  is  to  be 
said,  however,  that  the  nature  of  the  case  really  is  so ; 
that,  for  all  appearances  to  the  contrary,  we  have  still 
befoi'e  us  the  original  one  or  fundamen,  and  the 
original  two  or  momenta ; and  that  it  is  not  our  fault, 
nor,  indeeil,  virtue,  if  rellexiou  now  on  this  side  tuid 
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now  on  that,  or  now  in  this  moment  and  now  in  that, 
sliould  seem  double  and  contradictory.  This  douhle- 
nexfi  is  in  trutli  not  oiu-s,  but  that  of  the  Thing  itself, 
of  What  is.  It  is  quite  fair,  then,  to  return  to  the 
Being-for-other,  and  the  result  of  its  independence 
now  : in  fact,  we  must  see  that  it‘<  independence  now, 
or  outnde  of  the  Determination  as  the  Determination, 
can  only  be  what  Hegel  calls  it — the  Beschairenheit ; — 
for  the  BeschafTenheit  of  anytliing  is  just  that  Being- 
for-other  ill  it  which  remains  apart  from  its  function 
proper,  its  defining  and  characterising  business  as  such. 

The  iie.xt  paragraph  is  explanator)',  and  its  general 
reference  outwards  is  perfectly  allowable.  It  is  to  be 
seen  as  a result  of  its  very  Metaphysical  or  liOgical  con- 
stitution, too,  that  Something  is  a prey  to  influence 
from  without : Something  hits  negation,  other,  in  it. 

Change  in  Something  (i.e.  anything)  will  be  found 
to  be  seated,  not  where  the  Something  is  in  iU^elf,  but 
where  it  is  indifferent  outer  other,  or  where  it  is 
indifferent  outer  Being-for-other ; and  that,  as  apart 
from  the  Detennination  (or  QuaUfi cation)  as  such,  is 
the  region  of  what  we  name  Talificatiou.  Change, 
too,  is  legitimately  introduced,  for  change  is  implied  in 
being  ‘ a prey  to  influence  from  -without.’ 

The  fourth  paragraph  contains  the  reciprocal  transi- 
tion of  Qualification  into  Talification,  and  of  the  latter 
into  the  former,  and  is  of  some  length  and  difficulty. 
The  burthen  is  this : Qualification  arises  from  the 
reflexion  of  the  Being-for-other  of  the  Something  into 
the  In-itself  of  the  same,  and  is  analogous  to  what  we 
name  special  function.  But  though  the  reflexion  has 
sublated  the  Being-for-other,  it  has  not  cancelled  it — 
the  constitutive  moments  of  the  Something  still  remain 
other  to  other.  But  the  Being-for-other  that  remains 
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outside  of  the  Qualification  (special  function)  is  Tali- 
fication — concomitant,  collateral,  secondary,  or,  as  it 
were,  contingent  function.  The  Qualification  seems 
indifferent,  tlien,  to  the  Talification ; yet  as  regards  the 
Something  both  are  in  it,  or  both  belong  to  the  one 
Detenninateness  of  the  Something,  or  both,  then,  by 
impheation  pass  into  one  another  mutually.  What 
Something  is  m itself  is  also  m it ; but  that  implies  a 
Being-for-other — or  just  another  to  whicli  the  qualifi- 
tion  is  open  : but  qualification  in  involution  with  other 
is  talification.  Or  the  Determinatencss  as  such  implies 
a negative,  and  thus  introduces  an  element  of  other- 
ness into  the  qualification  which  is  thus  again  tafifica- 
tion.  These  steps  are  certainly  difficult,  and  the  original 
is  not  easy.  Perhaps  it  is  after  the  words  ‘ the  con- 
nexion is  more  particularly  this,’  that  the  reader  finds 
the  longest  pause ; for  the  copula  of  thought  that 
unites  the  immediately  next  sentence,  relating  to  the 
‘ qualification  as  such  being  open  to  the  relation  to 
other,’  with  the  sentence  which  follows,  bearing  on  the 
‘ determinatencss  being  at  the  same  time  moment,’  is, 
we  should  say,  veiy  hard  to  hit.  Indeed,  what  the 
precise  ‘ determinateness  ’ alluded  to  is,  is  not  at  all 
readily  seen.  The  sentence  or  two  of  comment  imme- 
diately above  declare  the  determinateness  in  question 
to  be  the  first  and  original  Detenninateness  as  such, 
while  they  make  the  one  sentence  (of  the  two  whose 
copida  is  difficult  to  see),  though  corroborative,  yet 
independent  of  the  other.  The  former  of  them  may 
also  be  conceived  as  preliminarily  demonstrating  the 
‘ openness  to  other  ; ’ but  that,  as  the  comment  holds, 
amounts  at  once  to  Talification.  In  short,  the  Dif- 
ferentia is  at  bottom  a Proprimn  ; and  a Propriuni  is 
always  a possible  Differentia. 

The  conversion  of  Tafification  into  Qualification 
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occui-s  thus : the  element  of  tulificution  is  that  by 
which  the  Sometliing  is  open  to  tlie  accidentality  of 
involution  Avith  other.  Now,  this  element  per  ae  is 
just  what  was  called  the  Other  as  such.  It  is  thus  the 
other  of  itself,  and  so  again  self-referent  There-being  : 
but  that  is  just  an  In-itself  together  with  a Determin- 
ateness or — Qualification.  Thus,  Talification  Avhich 
appeared  outer  is  identified  with  the  inner,  and  thus 
the  determining  of  the  other  is  met  by  the  immanent 
determining  of  the  Something  itself.  To  illustrate — 
the  Something  is  a chair,  the  Bestimmung  or  Qualifi- 
cation is  human  support  in  a certain  posture,  its  Being 
for-other  is  solidity,  its  Determinateness  is  rcood,  its 
Beschafi'enheit  or  Talification  is  injlammability.  This 
Being-for-other  of  wood  expressed  by  its  inflamma- 
bility does  not  concern  that  which  is  reflected  into  the 
Something  as  chair  (solidity)  and  fulfils  the  Bestim- 
muug  support ; they  seem  indifferent  to  each  other : it 
is  the  solidity  in  the  wood,  and  not  its  inflammability, 
Avhich  concerns  the  cluiir  in  its  function  as  chair. 
Nevertheless,  the  inflammability  as  regards  the  chair  is 
in  it ; and  this  involves  a Being-for-other,  or  another 
to  Avhich  the  special  function  of  the  chair  is  open  and 
exposed.  Or  the  Determinateness,  wood,  is  at  the  same 
time  moment,  and  contains  at  the  same  time  the  quali- 
tative difference,  to  be  different  from  the  In-itself,  to 
be  tlie  negative  of  the  Something  (the  chair),  or  another 
There-being,  another  Thereness,  <Snness,  Nessnass,  or 
just  entity  than  the  chair.  In  this  Avay,  it  is  evident 
that  the  function  special  of  the  chair  is  involved  with 
whatever  Being-for-other  (qualit}')  the  Determinate- 
ness, the  wood,  possesses,  and  is  thus  Talification. 
The  inflammability  of  the  chair  is  held  over,  and  in 
terrorein  of,  the  qualification  or  function  of  the  chair. 

I 2 
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Another  Being-for-otlier  of  the  chair  that  remains 
outside  of  its  qiialifiaition  or  special  function  is,  that 
tlie  wood  is  food  to  a certain  tick  or  worm ; this 
Being-for-other  is  tlms  talification  ; and  liow  depen- 
dent the  function  proper  or  the  qualification  is  on  this 
talification  is  too  obvious  to  require  extension  : the 
chair,  in  short,  may  fall  into  powder,  and  qualification 
vanish  into  talification. 

Again,  the  Being-for-other  which  docs  not  enter  into 
the  qualification  of  the  chair,  but  is  sc])arated  from  it 
as  talification,  evidently  per  se  just  amounts  to  what 
has  been  named  the  Other  as  such.  Take  it  as  the 
inflammability  of  wood — that  is  other  to  its  solidity ; 
in  the  chair,  it  is  just  the  other  as  such,  the  other  of 
itself,  so  self  to  self-referent  There-being,  or  a self  to 
self-referent  entity — inflammable  wood.  It  is  so,  too, 
we  see  that  the  talification  belongs  to  what  the  Some- 
thing is  ifi  it'ielf,  or  that  the  Something  alters  with  the 
talification.  The  chair  falls  to  powder  under  its  cat- 
ableness,  or  into  charcoal  under  its  inflammability. 
For  the  determinateness  of  the  chair,  the  wood,  is  at 
once  the  chair  and  the  other  of  the  chair.  Here  we 
can  see  how  the  other  of  the  something  is  the  other 
per  se,  the  other  in  itself,  the  other  of  itself,  the  other 
of  the  other,  &c.  ; for  the  wood  as  other  of  the  chair 
is  the  other  of  itself,  and  so  an  entity  referent  of  self 
to  self,  or  wood  as  such.  Any  number  of  similar  illus- 
trations will  not  now  be  chlficult  to  the  reader,  and  the 
pa.ssage  of  qualification  into  talification,  or  of  quality 
into  talify,  and  vice  rersH,  as  well  as  how  it  is  true  that 
Something  always  involves  an  Other  which  is  itself 
Something,  will  not  now  probably  be  hard  to  sc*e.  W'e 
are  not  confined  either  to  such  finite  things  as  chairf>, 
&c.,  for  examples,— we  may  similarly  use  men.  The 
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quality  of  Napoleon  was  to  lead  armies,  and  to  roach 
thus  his  zenith  ; but  it  was  his  tality  to  be  vidijarly 
ambitious,  to  seek  aristocratic  connexions,  and  to  reach 
thus  his  nadir  and  extinction.  It  was  the  quality  of 
Bums  to  sing ; but  it  was  his  tality  to  be  (jreedy  of  the 
moment : as  high,  then,  as  he  rose  by  quaht)’,  so  low 
did  he  sink  by  tality. — The  theme  is  new  and  endless ; 
but  surely  it  is  enough  to  show  the  vein,  Avithout  ex- 
hausting it — by  an  easy  process  of  rhetoric  or  simple 
prosiness  which  will,  perhaps,  prove  irresistible  t<i 
others. — It  is  important  to  see  that  the  Something 
alwaj’s  still  expresses  its  OAvn  inner  self  in  the  tality, 
and  that  it  is  with  the  tality  that  Something  alters 
itself.  This  is  Avell  seen  in  all  the  illustrations — chair, 
Napoleon,  Burns. 

The  fifth  paragraph  tells  us,  what  we  see  perfectly, 
that  the  change  now  alluded  to  is  not  that  which  con- 
cerned the  traffic  in  its  own  self  of  the  Something  with 
the  Other  brought  to  it  by  its  own  Determinateness, 
but  a change  fairly  expressed  and  overtly  explicated  as 
regards  the  Something.  The  first  change  was  Avholly 
of  the  nature  of  In-itself ; but  this  is  one  determined  : 
it  also  appears  to  be  connected  with  a development  of 
the  potential  interior  or  within-itself  of  the  Something. 
Or,  Avc  may  say,  the  first  othering  of  Something  Avas 
implicit,  Avhile  the  present  is,  on  the  contrary,  explicit : 
negation  is  iioav  explicitly  determined  as  immanent  to 
Something,  or  as  its  evolved  within-itself,  Avhereas  pre- 
viously negation  Avas  discerned  in  Something  only  by 
implication. 

The  identification  of  quality  and  tality  replaces  the 
Something.  Still,  in  vioAV  of  the  qualitative  dilTerence 
sub.'isting  betAveen  qualification  and  talification  there 
ap[)car  two  Somethings.  These  two  Somctliings,  then. 
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are  in  the  one  Something ; -they  arc  not  separated  by 
mere  abstract  difference,  by  difference  as  such,  a differ- 
ence liaving  place  in  tlieir  comparison  only ; their 
difference  is  now  rather  immanent  to  them,  inlierent 
in  them.  The  affirmation  of  neither  is  direct,  the 
affinnation  of  both  is  indirect ; it  is  a result  of  the 
elimination  of  the  otherness  introduced  by  the  quality 
or  qualification,  whether  of  the  one  or  of  the  other,  into 
the  common  In-itself.  This  can  be  illustrated  by  the 
chair  and  the  wood,  which  are  two  Somethings  in  their 
qualitative  difference,  and  one  only  after  sublation  of 
the  same.  Or  we  may  say,  water  is  Something;  its 
quality  is  that  it  is  the  universal  menstruum  that  flows, 
or  just,/)ar  excellence,  the  Vehicle ; its  tality  is  capability 
of  becoming  ice.  Well,  II O is  in  each  (the  water  and 
the  ice),  or  each  is  H 0.  This  is  the  one  something, 
but  they  themselves  again  are  two.  Yet  the  negation,  or 
difference  between  them,  is  an  inherent  one  ; it  belongs 
to  the  within-itself  of  the  II O.  Each,  too,  affirmatively 
is,  not  directly  iis  either  water  or  ice,  but — indirectly 
through  elimination  of  all  determined  difference — as 
H 0.  As  water  and  ice,  nevertheless,  they  are  mutually 
indifferent. 

‘ Something  relates  itself  thus  out  of  its  own  self  to 
the  other;’  it  is  important  here  to  see  the  etymological 
force  of  iwrhalt  sich.  Ver,  as  we  have  seen,  implies 
transition  to  and  idth,  or  both  tmns  and  cum  : the 
Something  relates  itself  to  the  other,  then,  in  the  sense 
that  it  holds  itself  away  (transformingly)  to  and  with 
the  other.  This  we  see  (as  in  the  relation  of  water  to 
ice)  to  occur,  too,  oiit  of  its  oicn  self  The  ice  is  set  in 
the  water  as  its  own  moment,  and  the  ice  is  here  the 
otherwise-being.  The  Being-within-self,  or  just  the 
within  of  the  water,  includes  in  it  this  negation,  this 
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ice,  and  it  is  by  means  of  it  tliat  the  water  oontinues  to 
have  its  affinnative  being.  The  ice  is  just  the  developed 
witliin-itself  of  the  water.  But  ice  and  water  are  qualita- 
tively diflerent,  the  ice  is  apart  from  or  out  of  the 
water : this  must  be  allowed,  for  Something  is  Some- 
thing only  by  negation  or  sublation  of  the  other.  (This 
we  saw  when  engaged  on  Something  anti  Other  as 
sucii.)  Oidy  by  such  sublation  is  it  that  the  Something 
presents  itself  as  over-against  the  Other,  which  here 
for  the  first  time  is  itself  a There-being,  or  a separate 
Entity ; it  is  thus  external  to  it,  or,  seeing  that  they 
still  cohere  in  their  Notion,  it  is  otherness  in  general 
that  results — each  is  something  and  each  is  other.  Of 
the  Somethings  we  have  here,  then,  though  coherent  in 
their  notion  (II O),  the  one  (the  water)  is  qualitatively 
distinct  from  the  other  (the  ice).  But,  inasmuch  as  the 
Bcing-within-itself  (of  the  water)  is  the  non-being  of 
the  otherwise-being  (the  ice)  which  is  implied  in  it  (the 
w'ater),  but  at  the  same  time  distinguished  or  dis-cerned 
as  beent,  the  Something  itself  (the  water)  is  the  nega- 
tion, the  ceasing  of  another  in  it ; it  is  explicitly  put — 
it  is  in  position — it  is  set  ns  negatively  presendng  itself 
against  the  other,  and  as  maintaining  itself  by  the  other. 
The  ice  is  at  once  the  negation  and  the  afiinnation  of 
the  water.  The  within-itself  of  the  water  is  the  nega- 
tion of  tlie  negation  (the  ice)— or  this  is  its  in-itself,  or 
what  it  is  in  itself.  But  negation  of  the  ice  is  as  simple 
negation  in  it.  But  this  amounts  to  Limit:  the  negations 
are  at  once  mutually  excluded  and  mutually  implied. 

As  regards  technical  terms,  almost  all  has  been  already 
said  that  is  required.  It  is  not  difficult  to  see  that  the 
Ansich  becomes  vermittelt  (bc-middled,  be-mediated), 
and  no  longer  abstract  when  the  Seyn-fur-Aiideres  is 
rcllected  into  it.  Still  it  remains  relatively  abstract ; 
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tlie  chair  regai'dcd  as  the  reflexion  into  itself  is  re- 
latively abstract  as  regards  its  deterrainateness,  its 
Being-for-otlier,  the  wood,  &c.  The  eye  as  the  ej^e  is 
a reflexion  into  itself,  and  relatively  abstract  compared 
Avith  its  coats,  &c.  Further  on,  abstract  is  seen  in  the 
sense  of  formal  self-identity  as  regards  the  difference  of 
the  Somethings  when  involved  in  a/feration,  or  change. 
Concrete  is  seen  to  imply  implement,  or  jllling.  Sollen 
will  come  to  be  explained  again  : it  always  refers  to  a 
being  to  be,  or  an  owing  (or  ought-mff)  to  be.  If  the 
reader  looks  deeply  at  the  phrase  ‘ the  other  of  itself,’ 
he  will  see  that  this  is  an  exact  expression  of  the  con- 
stitution of  Something,  as  it  is  found  developed  in  its 
own  place. 

We  have  now  achieved  a most  important  stage  in 
the  study  of  Ilegel.  This  matter  of  quahfication,  &c., 
and  the  transition  into  Limit,  I have  always  regarded 
as  the  pons  asinornm  over  which  most  students  have 
hitherto  been  unable  to  cross.  (That  it  has  been  passed, 
I knoAv.)  The  present  Avriter,  for  his  part,  must  con- 
fess that  he  lay  in  leaguer  here  for  years,  and  that  the 
paragraph  in  especial  in  which  the  transition  to  Limit 
formally  occurs  was  a thousand  times  abandoned  as 
utterly  and  Avholly  hopeless.  As  regards  this  particidar 
paragraph,  what  is  smd  in  allusion  to  the  first  Something 
is  an  endless  stumbling-block  till  the  true  point  of  vieAV 
is  obtained ; and  then,  indeed,  it  is  suddenly  seen  to  bo 
very  simple.  The  opposition  relating  here  ‘ first  pro- 
perly to  a There-being  itself’  demonstrates  the  ‘‘jirst 
Something  ’ to  be  the  first  of  the  tAvo  considered  hei'e, 
and  not  the  first  something  as  treated  in  the  book  itself. 
But  future  students  Avill  never  knoAv  Avhat  they  OAve  to 
those  Avho  have  preceded  them.  The  point  of  vicAv, 
hoAvever,  that  removes  the  great  difficulty  of  the  pai-a- 
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graph  will  be  got,  perhaps,  from  the  following : if,  as 
regartls  the  Something  and  the  Other  of  Change,  the 
student  insist  on  seeing  in  his  conception  the  Other  only 
as  immanent  in,  and  not — as  other — separated  from, 
the  Something,  he  will  never  succeed  in  realising  Limit : 
let  him  eject  it  as  other  (simple  negation)  and  then 
negate  it  as  other  (negation  of  the  negation),  and  limit 
is  at  once  visible.  Water  and  ice  are  quahtatively  other 
— separation  ; they  are  at  bottom  the  same — commu- 
nion ; limit  is  between  both  and  both  ; as  negation  of 
the  negation,  it  unites  both,  as  negation  simply  it  divides 
both.  The  Something  first  claims  and  then  denies — 
first  drags  in  and  then  ejects — and  this  is  the  function 
of  the  character  in  question  (Limit).  In  short,  assump- 
tion of  the  other,  rejection  of  the  other — these  are 
the  fulcra  of  the  movement  from  Beschaflenheit  to 
Greuze. 

It  will  not  have  escaped  the  reader,  probably,  that  the 
portion  of  Hegel’s  Ixigic  wliich  we  have  just  discussed 
concerns  that  matter  which  mainly  appears  in  Ancient 
Ijogic  as  the  Predicables : the  Genus,  the  Species,  the 
Differentia,  or  Differentia  specifica,  3i«$opa  eiSos-o/oy, 
the  Proprium,  the  Accidens,  the  Definitia,  &c.,  have 
all  place  here.  It  will  be  sufficient  to  indicate  this ; 
the  extension  of  it  by  the  reader  himself  will  usefully 
familiarise  him  with  the  various  materials.  It  belongs 
to  the  worth  of  Hegel  that  he  has,  as  it  were,  re-vitalised 
these — otherwise— mere  gramnultical  vocables,  and  ex- 
hibited them  in  their  living  conne.xion  with  the  Ab- 
solute. (This  last  word,  however  unintelligible,  just 
amounts  to  the  veiy  w’ell-known  and  familiar  rerum 
natura.)  In  fact,  it  is  always  to  be  kept  in  view  that, 
.so  far  as  Hegel  is  concerned,  tlie  reflexions  are  always 
vital,  are  such  as  have  occurred  in  the  development 
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and  formation  of  tlio  thought  of  all  of  us — of  thouglit 
as  thought. 

In  number  3,  now,  we  have  the  very  important  and 
striking  evolution  of  the  Notion  of  Limit.  It  is  not 
easy  to  get  into  the  mood  of  mind,  the  recueilkment, 
the  peculiar  Vertiefunij,  which  is  necessary  to  tlie  real- 
isation and  proper  intelligence  of  the  determinations 
which  present  themselves  here.  Tliere  is  a mode  of 
reading  the  pertinent  sentences,  and  of  looking  at  the 
occiirrent  distinctions,  which  ends  in  a result  so  flat 
and  shallow  and  trivial,  that  really  one  feels  tempted 
to  say,  if  we  arc  to  consider  this  the  veritable  outcome, 
then  assuredly  Hegel  might  have  spared  himself  all  his 
pains  both  of  thought  and  writing. 

The  Pyrenees  are  just  as  much  Spain’s  limit  on  the  .side  of 
France,  as  France’s  on  the  side  of  Spain ; the  Channel  just 
n-s  much  limits  off  France  from  England,  a.s  F'ngland  from 
F' ranee;  the  Rhine  which  divides  Alsace  from  B.adcn,  equally 
divides  Baden  from  Alsace,  &c.  ...  In  passing  from  French 
to  Spanish  soil,  we  say.  There  France  ends,  here  Spain  begins; 
contrariwi.se,  in  pas.sing  from  Spani.sh  to  French  soil,  we  say 
of  the  same  sod  which  in  the  tir.st  instance  wiis  designated  iis 
beginning  of  Spain,  that  it  is  the  termination  of  Sjain  ; and 
what  was  regarded  before  as  the  termination  of  F' ranee, 
converts  itself  into  its  commencement.* 

If  such  ])latitude.s  a.s  these  are  to  be  sujqiosed  to 
mirror  the  depths  of  Hegel,  tlien  plainly  Hegel  can  be 
useful  only  as  an  adjunct  to  the  resources  of  our  in- 
fant schools.  It  is  in  the  same  neiglibourhood  that 
Ave  find  Eosenkranz  giving  ]iainful  birth  to  profound 
philosophy  in  the  following  form  : — 

To  destitte  a man  for  the  vocation  of  the  artist,  who  pos- 

• U.jsonkranz : 'Wisscnscliaft  dor  Lofdsolien  Idee  ; Kdiiigsberg,  ISaW ; 
I’art  I.,  pp.  140,  141. 
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scs-sed  not  any  original  capacity  for  such  a function,  were  in 
vain.  The  eye  has  the  destination  to  see,  because  in  light  it 
has  its  quality ; IT  is  ligiit-gkeedy. 

That  is,  tlie  eye  sees  because  it  sees  I But  it  is  some- 
thing quite  else  that  we  must  endeavour  to  see  here  in 
Hegel  — the  primordial  thoughts,  namely,  which  con- 
tiiin  tlie  universe,  or  — the  same  thing  from  another 
side  — those  thoughts  which,  acquired  in  latency,  now 
latently  constitute  in  aU  of  us  the  soid  and  sub- 
stance of  everj'thing  we  see  or  feel.  At  pp.  304, 
305,  300,  vol.  i.,  we  shall  find  a useful  comment  of 
Hegel’s  own  on  what  now  occupies  us.  There  we 
are  told  that  the  individual,  as  but  a sum  of  refe- 
rences to  other,  has  his  being  not  in  himself.  There 
Ave  hoar  also  of  herbs  remaining  equal  to  themselves 
Avhen  involved  Avith  other,  or  of  making  thcmseh'es 
good  in  said  other  and  through  said  other.  Lastly.  Ave 
hear  of  the  pang  attributed  by  Jacob  Bbhme  to  quali- 
ties, the  bitter,  the  fiery,  the  sour,  &c.,  in  that  they 
maintain  and  produce  themselves  only  in  the  stress  of 
conflict.  In  beginuing  the  discussion  of  Limit,  it  is 
Avith  such  considemtions  as  these  that  Ave  are  to  pre- 
pare our  minds.  In  short,  Ave  are  to  carry  vividly  Avith 
us  our  findings  in  regard  to  talitg,  for  tality  is  the 
region  — and  it  is  a A'ital  one  — in  Avhich  lies  the  limit 
that  at  once  unites  and  separates  Something  and  Other. 
We  are  to  see  a.ssertion  and  negation  meet  in  limit  — 
Ave  are  to  see  that  this  one  line  of  aqua  fortis,  limit, 
sums  and  contains  in  it  the  virtue  of  Something  on 
this  .side,  and  of  Other  on  that ; that  it  f.s-  the  Something, 
and  that  it  is  the  Otlier.  Of  a truth,  there  is  no  more 
genuine,  no  more  exquisite,  no  more  iienetrating  and 
comprehensive  MeUvpliysic  in  the  AA^orld,  than  Avliat  y 
here  exhibits  to  us.  To  a man  avIio  has  a turn  that 
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way,  the  delight  in  the  successive  steps  and  in  the 
result  is  no  less  entrancing  than  that  which  was  ex- 
perienced by  Pythagoras  on  the  squaring  of  his  triangle, 
or  that  of  Keats  on  first  looking  into  Homer.  Some- 
thing and  Other  are  to  be  conceived  in  potential  mutual 
grips,  then,  and  not  side-liy-side  indiflerents  ; each  is 
in  the  line  of  contact,  and  each  is  negated  — or  is 
not  — in  the  same.  Now,  we  are  still  to  conceive 
ourselves  in  presence  of  our  original  materials  : we 
have  still  before  us  the  original  Something  and  the 
original  Other,  though  thickened  mutually  by  mutual 
refiexions — Being-in-self,  Being-for-other,  Being-Zn-iV, 
qualification,  tahfication,  &c. — till  now  the  evolution 
has  reached  a point  at  which  it  seeks  to  replace  both 
by  the  single  characterisation.  Limit.  For  instance, 
chair  was  an  example  of  the  original  Something,  the 
Other  of  which  was  wood.  Now,  the  wood  intro- 
duces inflammableness  into  the  chair;  but  still  the 
chair,  as  a chair,  sets  bounds  to  this  action  on  it  of 
its  own  other.  The  chair  does  not  succumb  at  once  ; 
the  chair  remains  a chair  for  so  long  ; the  chair,  by  its 
very  size,  «S:c.,  may  negate  the  inflanimableness.  Even 
here  there  is  a Limit.  Much  more  is  there  a Limit 
where  tlie  Quality  of  the  Burns,  the  Napoleon,  meets 
and  potentiallj"  engages  the  Tality  of  the  same.  Cer- 
tainly, more  closely-illustrative  examples  are  supplied 
by  the  collapse  of  light  and  darkness  into  colour,  of 
acid  and  alkali  into  sidt,  &c.  ; but  still  it  is  right  to 
see  that  we  are  not  obliged  to  turn  our  backs  on  what 
we  set  out  with,  and  that  this  is  really  such  as  to  imply 
the  matter  of  the  new  illustrations  as  well.  Of  these, 
colour,  as  between  light  and  diirkness,  will  probably 
suffice  to  assist  the  reader  throughout  the  whole  Dia- 
lectic here. 


Digitized  by  Google 


QUALITY  INTERPRETED,  ETC. 


125 


The  discussion  immediately  before  us  embraces  a 
preliminary  paragraph,  and  three  statements  of  mo- 
ments, respectively  designated  by  the  grammata  — a, 
3,  7.  We  shall  bestow  a remark  or  two  on  these  in 
their  order. 

‘ Being-for-other  is  indeterminate,  affirmative  com- 
munity of  Something  with  its  Other : ’ this  applies  to 
the  relation  of  the  original  Something  to  its  Other,  as 
well  as  to  that  Something  engaged  in  change  and  so 
involved  with  other — which  is  the  point  that  we  have 
reached  at  present,  and  the  point,  therefore,  that  we 
have  specially  to  bear  in  mind.  Change,  too,  as  we 
saw,  was  fairly  introduced,  and  we  have  thereby  ac- 
quired f(jr  ourselves  the  right  of  a wider  externality, 
and  of  an  influence  from  without  in  general.  The 
Limit  appears  at  first  the  direct  antithesis  of  the  Being- 
for-other,  or  the  Non-being-for-other.  The  fulcra  of 
the  dialectic  movement  are  at  once  indicated  by  the 
opposing  of  ideally  to  really. 

Under  a,  we  see,  firstly,  that  Limit,  as  Non-being  as 
well  of  tlie  Something  as  the  Other,  is  just  Non-being 
of  Something  in  general ; and  secondly,  that  Limit,  as 
Non-being  of  the  Other,  is  Being  of  the  Somethhig. 
Something,  then,  has  the  Limit  in  it,  and  is  Something 
through  that  which  is  also  its  Non-being.  Thus,  through 
Limit,  Something  at  once  is  and  is  not,  and  Other  at 
once  is  and  is  not. 

Under  3,  we  find  that  on  the  one  side  as  well  as  on 
the  other  of  the  Limit,  Something  exists  out  from  its 
limit.  Darkness  and  light  exist  equally  out  from  colour. 
As  regards  Ilegcl’s  own  examples,  though  they  illiLs- 
trate  well  the  relation  of  the  Something  being  out  from 
the  limit,  it  is  difficult  to  see  where  we  should  place 
their  Other.  ‘ It  is  the  middle  between  both,  and  in  it 
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tlicy  cease  : ’ how  apply  this  to  the  line,  or  the  plane, 
or  the  solid  ? Tlie  line  is  on  one  .side  of  the  Limit,  the 
I’oint ; but  what  are  we  to  conceive  as  the  Other,  on 
the  other  side  ? We  may  a.sk  the  same  question  as  re- 
gards plane  and  solid.  I suppose  there  is  no  answer, 
but  that  the  hue,  plane,  solid,  &c.,  in  the  other  direc- 
tion is  the  Other.  It  requires  a good  deal  of  rellexion 
before  we  retire  satisfied  here,  however.  Limit  is 
spoken  of  as  presenting  itself  to  conception  (figurate 
representation)  first  of  aU  spatially,  or,  so  to  sjieak,  in 
the  terms  of  space  : we  are  told,  too,  that  the  Con- 
ception (the  figurate  representation)  is  but  the  Oiit-of- 
its-eelf-7ic(<s  of  the  Notion, — as  it  were,  the  trope,  the 
symbol,  the  metaphor  of  the  latter. 

The  concluding  moment  (7)  de.serves  and  requii-es 
the  veiy  closest  attention.  It  may  be  named  the  Meta- 
[)hysic  — and  also  the  essence  — of  dintinejuishableness  ; 
and  duo  Vertiefumj,  or  a duo  deepening  of  ourselves  into 
the  matter  concerned  — and  it  would  delight  a Ilegcl 
to  observe  this  involuntarv  dialectical  identification  of  a 
deepening  into  ourselves  with  a deepening  into  the  thing 
itself — ought  to  bring  with  it  a vivid  conviction  of 
the  substantial  existence  of  an  element  of  reflexion  in 
the  verj"  crassest  of  the  things  of  sen.se. 

Out  from  or  without  the  Limit,  Something  is  neces- 
sjirily  unlimited.  Unlimited  Something  is  simply  Ness- 
ness  quite  generally — unlimited  (Sa-ness  (There-being). 
But  the  Other  is  situated  j^reoisely  similarly : it,  too, 
is  simply  *Sa-ness,  sinqjly  iVc,v.suess,  and  without  end. 
Eitlier  can  bo  called  Something,  either  can  be  called 
Other ; but  they  possess  not  a single  distinction,  the 
one  from  tlie  otlier  : each  is  simply  Nessness — that 
and  nothing  else.  They  are  Ixith,  therefore,  the  same 
thing. 
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But  now  each  is  Daseyn  (There-being,  &c.),  or  each 
is  Seyn  (Being)  witli  a Bestiinintheit  (a  Detenninate- 
ness).  Now,  tliis  Determiimteness,  hi  which  each  is 
what  it  is  distinguish  ably  from  the  other,  may  still  be 
regarded  as  the  Limit  between  them.  But  into  this 
Limit  the  Determinateuess  of  each  enters : this  Limit 
is  their  common  distinguishableness.  But  the  distin- 
guishableness of  each  felling  into  the  one  Limit,  this 
one  Limit  is  at  once  their  unity  and  diversity ; and, 
again,  unity  and  divemity  of  the  same  things,  this  just 
expresses  the  constitution  of  There-being  as  it  mani- 
fested itself  in  its  place.  There-being  and  Limit,  each 
then  is  found  to  be  identical  as  well  with  Something  as 
with  Other,  or  we  have  a double  identity  of  both. 
Now  this  imjilies  that  Something  has  Nessness  (There- 
being)  only  in  the  Limit,  while,  again,  the  immediate, 
direct  Entity  of  the  Something  being  at  the  same  time 
the  negative  of  the  Limit,  the  Something — which  has 
but  just  been  placed  in  the  Limit  — ‘just  as  much 
sunders  itself  from  itself,  and  points  away  over  and 
beyond  itself  to  its  Non-being,  jironouncing  this  its 
Being,  and  so  passing  over  into  the  same.’  The  latter 
part  of  this  description  refei’s  to  Something  being  out 
from  its  Limit,  Avhile  its  Limit  is  its  true  Self. 

The  illustrations  that  follow  in  the  text  commend 
themselves.  Sometimes  the  German  is  more  graphic 
than  the  English  here  : for  instance,  the  eye  itself 
seems  to  be  considered  in  such  phrases  as  ‘ in  the  point, 
the  line  as  well  fungt  an  as  hort  auf,’  almost  as  if  it 
were,  in  the  point,  the  line  as  Avell  csitohes  on  as  leaves 
oir,  as  Avell  kindles  up  as  dies  out.  The  unrest  of  the 
Something  hi  its  Limit,  as  of  the  Line  in  the  Point, 
usually  represented  as  arbitrary  conception,  but  now 
characterised  tis  natural  dialectic,  is  very  striking.  No 
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loss  striking  is  the  demonstration  of  the  dimensions  of 
tlio  Point  in  consequence  of  its  having  place  only  in  a 
There-being  or  There-ness,  which  There-ness,  as  quite 
indefinite  There-ness,  can  only  be  Space.  Limit  and 
There-beuig  have  been  so  identified  and  distinguished, 
that  the  perfectly  abstract  limit,  the  point,  having  its 
There-being  in  its  limit  and  yet  beyond  it,  must  set 
itself  infinitely  beside  itself,  and  give  rise  to  the  per- 
fectly abstract  There-being  or  There-woss,  Sjiace  ; and 
such  is  this  There-being  or  There-ness  in  which  it  is. 
Altogether  here,  under  Limit,  one  ‘ sups  full  ’ of  dia- 
lectic— dialectic  not  more  startling  either  than  it  is 
fertile  and,  we  hope  we  may  add,  convincing.  The 
angle,  the  pivot,  the  hinge  of  this  dialectic  lies  pretty 
much  in  this — That  the  development  of  the  contradic- 
tions of  Limit  leads  to  the  bringing  together  of  Some- 
thing and  Other  as  each  just  There-being,  and  finally  to 
the  crumpling  of  all  up  into  Limit  as  the  inner  of  both 
Something  and  Other,  and  the  inner  just  of  Nessness 
at  all.  Entitg,  we  may  remark,  has  also  been  used  here 
as  another  synonym  of  There-being  ; indeed,  the  Avord 
Aught,  or  Aughtness,  if  always  alone  used,  Avould,  we 
doubt  not,  come  vciy  Avell,  in  the  end,  to  represent  and 
convey  the  Hegelian  Dasepi : when  Ilegel  began,  Da- 
seyn  was  as  fur  from  meaning  what  it  means  now^,  as 
to  an  Englishman  might  or  aughtness  is  at  present. 

We  may  remark,  that  illustrations  from  Geometrical 
lines  and  points  occur  in  the  ancient  philosophical 
Commentators,  Avith  Avhom,  as  wo  shall  haA-e  occasion 
to  sec  elscAvhere,  Hegel  has  many  points  of  contact,  and 
Avhom  doubtless  he  earnestly  studied.  In  the  Com- 
mentaiy  of  Proclus  on  the  Parmenides,  for  example,  Ave 
find  ‘ a line  ’ .spoken  of  as  ‘ the  first  continuous  and 
divisible  nature  amongst  magnitudes ; hence,  it  par- 
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ticipates  of  an  indivisible,  that  is,  of  a point ; and  tliis 
point,  tliough  it  is  alloted  a superlinear  condition,  and 
is  indivisible,  yet  it  subsists  in  the  line,  is  something 
belonging  to  it,  and  is  the  summit  of  the  line.’  Thomas 
Taylor  adds,  as  commentary  to  this  (which  is  his  own 
translation),  that  ‘ pouits,  in  a line  have  a linear,  in  a 
superficies  a superficial  and  in  a solid  a solid  subsist- 
ence ; or,  in  other  words,  that  in  a line,  superficies, 
and  solid,  they  are  respectively  affected  with  the  nature 
of  line,  superficies,  and  solid,  at  the  same  time  that  they 
still  retain  in  each  their  non-quantitive  nature  ; — hence,’ 
— and  this  is  the  Neo-Platonic  moral — ‘ we  may  see  as 
in  images  how  incorporeal  natures,  when  they  become 
profoundly  connected  with  bodies,  are  affected  indeed 
with  a coi’poreal  nature,  but  still  rettiin  an  incorporeal 
subsistence.’  How  much  this  is  assonant  to  Hegel  will 
be  easily  seen. 

c.  Finitude. 

From  the  first  paragraph  we  see  that  mere  limit,  or 
endedness,  is  not  what  alone  constitutes  the  Finite,  but 
the  negation  of  a developing  within-itself,  which  is 
simply  perpetual  process  or  Becoming. 

Non-being  is  thus  the  nature  of  what  is  Finite : it 
perpetually  is  not  - — even  in  that  it  is.  Finite  things 
possess  a self-reference  that  is  only  negative ; for  they 
are  only  through  their  negation — their  developed  nega- 
tion, if  you  will ; where,  indeed,  the  development  is  but 
a despatching  of  themselves  beyond,  a sending  of  them- 
selves out,  over,  the  Being  they  at  any  moment  have. 
They  are  b 'eent,  then,  but  the  truth  (at  any  time)  of  their 
Beinij  is  their  End.  This  is  specially  profound,  and 
merits  a long  reflection.  To  pass  away,  this  is  their 
very  Within,  or  Withiu-self.  The  hour  of  the  birth — 
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of  the  manifestation — of  any  finite  entity  i.s  the  hour  of 
its  death — its  disiippeanince.  Tliere  is  a double  niejxn- 
ing  in  the  word  End : it  means  both  termination  and 
purpose. 

Tliere  is  an  anecdote  told  of  Hegel,  that,  being  some- 
where at  table  where  the  dishes  were  long  of  coming, 
he  should  have  expressed  himself,  as  if  it  were,  Let 
them  just  come,  (‘  Wir  wollen  ihueu  ihr  Schicksal  schon 
anthun,’)  we  ivill  soon  achieve  for  them  their  destiny, 
lie  must  have  had  his  own  Finite  Thiiujs  so  vividly 
before  his  mind’s  eye  in  this  expression,  that  it  will 
probably  contain  illustration  for  the  reader  here. 

a.  The  Immediacy  of  Finitnde. 

This,  as  the  title  directly  announces,  is  a moment  of 
Simple  Apjirehension,  where  from  its  verj’  nature  little 
is  to  be  said : accordingly,  it  will  be  found  that  Hegel 
is  apt  under  such  moments  to  occupy  space  with  mere 
exoteric  remark  ; here  it  is  the  mourn fubie.'fs  of  the 
finite  which  he  takes  for  his  subject,  and  the  first  para- 
gra])h  sets  vividly  before  us  the  one  abstract  side  which 
Understanding  insists  on  alone  regarding,  that  is,  the 
eternal  destination  of  Finite  Things  to  their  End.  In 
the  next  paragraph,  even  in  explaining  how  Under- 
standing views  the  Finite  as  eternal,  the  dialectic  breaks 
out  which  is  to  demonstrate  the  impossibility  of  such 
eternity.  This  diidectic  is  more  overtly  sbiUnl  in  the 
third  ]>aragraph. 

/3.  To  be  to,  or  obligation  to,  and  Limitation  (Bound). 

The  usual  dilliculty  of  translating  Hegel  comes  to 
the  surface  verj"  glaringly  in  this  section.  The  words 
Bestiinmung,  Grenze,  Schranke,  Sollen,  Ansichseyn, 
Insichseyn  appearing  in  English  as  Qualificaition  (Deter- 
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mination,  Destination,  manifestiblc  peculiar  nature, 
&c.).  Limit,  Limitation  (Bound),  To  bo  to.  Being-in- 
self (Being-in-itself,  In-itself),[Being-within-self,  &c.  &c., 
suffice  to  render  the  translation,  even  in  external  ap- 
pearance, so  much  ‘ clotted  nonsense,’ — so  much  chaotic, 
incoherent  insanity.  Wliat  is  here,  however,  is  not  at 
all  that,  but,  however  abstruse,  recondite,  subtle,  and 
profound,  the  clearest  and  most  lucid  intelligence.  The 
translation,  too,  is  correct,  and,  the  technical  terms 
being  duly  pondered,  will  readily  enough  yield  mean- 
ing, however  baroque,\\owQ:\GV piebald  they  appear. 

‘The/iu-Wn^  aicay  ])a.s.ses  away’ — this  contradiction 
is  abstract — formally  self-identical,  absolutely  separated 
and  by  itself — in  the  very  expression  Something  is 
Finite,  or  in  that,  the  Finite  is.  Where  we  are  in  the 
development,  however.  Something  or  Being  (which 
here  cohere)  are  no  longer  abstract,  but  be-mediated,  or 
concrete.  Hegel’s  remarks  on  the  Platonic  treatment 
of  The  One  is  illustrate  a contradiction  similarly  abs- 
tractly— or  isolatedly  and  abruptly  directly — present. 

That  Something  has  an  inner  nature,  this  implies 
that  a capability  of  being  otherwise  belongs  to  the  very 
In-itself,  to  the  very  internality  of  the  Something.  This 
otherwise-beiw]  refers  to  an  externality,  though  one 
that  still  only  is  to  be.  The  imier  nature  of  Something 
now  being  considered  in  reference  to  this  externality, 
gives  rise  to  the  Metaphysic  of  the  whole  notion  before 
us.  Nor  is  this  Metsiphysic  to  be  regarded  as  Metaj)h)’sic 
only ; it  is  actual  thought  within  us,  actual  thought 
which  we  follow  and  obey,  though  latently  and  uncon- 
sciously, in  every  perception  and  assignment  of  inner 
nature,  &c.,  in  any  particular  concrete  or  seirsuous  ca.se 
whatever.  These  be  the  very  secret  maggots  of  the 
brain,  and  as  they  .sprawl  or  wriggle  through  one 
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another.  The  otherwise-being,  then,  is  a certain  ex- 
ternality, wliich  is  in  tlie  Sometliing,  and  which  is 
identical  with  the  characterisation  we  have  already 
seen  as  Limit.  Well  considered,  this  otherwise-being 
can  noAv  be  set  as  the  whole  inrtue  of  the  Something, 
and  again  it  is  in  its  nature  a reference — a reference  of 
the  inner  nature  of  the  Something  on  its  own  Limit. 
The  inner  nature  just  is  through  this  Limit  to  which  it 
negittivehj  refers  : its  Non-being  is  its  There-being.  The 
Limit  is  thus  at  once  negated  and  presen’ed,  or  it  is 
Limitation,  Bound,  meaning  by  these  words  a Limit 
that  is  passable.  But  if  the  inner  nature  determine 
Limit  a-s  Limitation,  or  as  a bound  that  is  jiassable,  it 
has  in  that  reference  the  character  of  a Sollen,  a Devoir, 
a To  be  to ; that  is,  it  has  not  aetu  piissed  the  bound, 
but  it  is  to  do  so,  and  will  certiunly  do  so.  The  double 
edge  of  the  negation  is  seen  in  each  of  the  moments  of 
tlie  one  notion.  The  Finite  Thing,  in  obedience  to  its 
inner  Sollen,  Devoir,  or  To  be  to,  is  over,  or  superior 
to,  its  Limitation  ; but  again  it  is  Sollen,  or  it  is  to  only 
because  of  its  Bound  or  Limitation.  This  will  probably 
suffice  to  suggest  the  notion  which  is  followed  out  in 
such  penetrating  and  exhaustive  detail  by  Hegel. 

Remark. 

The  first  sentence  is  an  allusion  in  especial  to  certain 
findings  of  Kant  and  Fichte,  to  each  of  whom  the 
idtimum  was  moral  progress,  mond  To-be-to,  ad  in- 
finitum. Schwegler,  epitomising  in  regard  to  Kant, 
says  correctly,  ‘ No  sensuous  nature  can  be  holy,  and 
one  that  is  sensuous-rational  can  approximate  to  holi- 
ness oidy  as  to  an  Ideal  in  infinite  progress;’  and 
similarly  in  regard  to  Fichte,  ‘ the  final  goal  of  moral 
action  lies  in  infinitude ; it  can  never  be  attained,  as 
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tlie  Ego  C4in  never  be  fully  iiidopendeut  of  all  limita- 
tion, so  long  as  it  remains  an  Intelligence,  a self- 
conscious  Ego.’  Both  the  moral  and  the  metaphysical 
roles  arc  illustrated  in  these  (piotations  ; the  latter  will 
be  still  clearer,  however,  from  considering  the  fol- 
lowing position  of  Schelling,  also  as  epitomised  by 
Si!hwegler  (whose  epitomes  in  general,  indeed,  are  so 
gO(Kl,  that  they  offer  themselves  as  particularly  con- 
venient for  an  easy  and  ready  reference).  The  ‘ brief,’ 
as  Hobbes  would  call  it,  of  Schelling  on  the  point 
referred  to,  runs  thus  : — 

Absolutely  apprehended.  Nature  i.s  nothing  else  than  in- 
finite activity,  infinite  productivity;  which,  should  it  of  itself 
unhindered  realise  itself,  wo»dd  in  a moment  with  instant 
rapidity  produce  an  ah.solute  product,  whereby  empirical 
nature  were  not  expressed  or  explained  ; if  we  are  tn  do  this, 
if  we  are  to  have  finite  products,  then  we  must  assume  that 
the  productive  activity  of  nature  is  checked  by  an  antagonistic 
activity,  a retarding  one,  also  seated  in  Nature  herself : thus 
there  arises  a .series  of  finite  products:  a.s,  however,  the  abso- 
lute productivity  of  nature  seeks  an  absolute  product,  these 
individual  proflucts  are  only  phenomenal  products  beyond 
each  of  which  again  nature  immediately  proceed.s,  in  order  to 
satisfy  the  absoluteness  of  her  inner  productivity  by  an  in- 
finite series  of  individual  products. 

The  Solicit  and  the  Schranke  are  very  clearly  con- 
Uiincd  in  these  quotations.  There,  however,  they  are 
still,  .so  to  speak,  but  in  a clotted  state  ; and  to  be  siten 
as  they  are,  they  stand  in  need  of  the  Socratic  midwifery 
of  Hegel.  In  other  words,  neither  Kant,  nor  Fichte, 
nor  Schelling  has  attained  to  a glimp.se  of  the  imphed 
import  in  abstracto ; the  whole  three  of  them  still  .see 
it  only  cra.ssly  and  uncertainly  in  concreto,  as  it  were  in 
mass ; and  it  is  left  for  Hegel  to  di.s.sect  and  divellicate 
and  demonstrate  the  Be<jriff,  supplantmg  thus  and 
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putting  to  flight  tlic  figuratc  conception,  tlie  pictorial 
Vorstellunr).  And  in  wliat  masterly  perfection  is  not  this 
accomplished  ! The  general  section  on  Finitude  is  the 
pertinent  exposition ; but  the  wliole  business  sums 
itself  in  the  single  Hegelian  expression,  ‘ the  Identity 
of  tlie  Ansichseyn  (the  Being-in-self)  and  the  Bestimm- 
theit  (the  determinateness).’  The  In-ikvlf  of  what  w 
seeks  ever  to  assert  itself  by  efiacement  of  its  own 
Determinnteness.  This  is  the  Sollen,  the  Progremi.^!  ad 
In/hutnin;  and  it  is  sLsted  only  by  the  of  Hegel. 

By  such  strokes  as  this  is  it  that  Hegel  asserts  for  him- 
self the  place  royal — a place  higher  than,  I fear,  we  can 
concede,  after  all,  to  the  very  highest  of  his  prcdeces- 
■sors,  maugre,  too,  the  vast  and  indis[)ensablc  material 
he  owes  to  all  of  them, — an  all  from  which  no  single 
name  of  the  whole  bright  series  can  be  excluded — not 
Parmenides,  nor  Heraclitus,  nor  Socrates,  nor  Plato, 
nor  Aristotle,  nor  Plotinus,  nor  Proclus,  nor  Spinoza, 
nor  Leibnitz,  nor  Fichte,  nor  Schelling,  though,  for 
amount  and  importance  of  contribution,  Kant — the 
honest,  simple,  good,  the  sincere,  the  inexhaustibly- 
fertile  Kant — incomparably  outweigh  them  all. 

In  the  determining  of  Something  as  Limitation,  this 
Limitation  is  already  passed  : limitation  implies  in  the 
very  subject  of  the  limihition  a reference  to  what  in  it 
is  unlimitated  ; or  this  very  reference  is  already  beyond 
the  limitation.  There  again  we  have  the  Hegelian 
penetrative  subtlety  and  truth ! By  his  allusion  to  the 
Actual,  Hegel  means  to  say  that  it  is  absurd  to  rc.sist 
his  findings  as  contnidictory,  for  such  things  acta  are. 
The  caustic  irony  of  the  master  breaks  out  in  the  ex- 
pression, that  the  thought  engaged  in  such  objections — 
a thought  tlmt  would  bear  itself  as  higher  than  the 
.\ctual — attains  neither  to  a tnie  perception  of  the 
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notion  concerned,  nor  to  a true  bearing  towards  the 
actual. 

‘ The  notion  which  it  i.s  in  itself  imphes  identity 
with  its  other.’  The  stone  is  inrtually  more  than  as  it 
is  there : as  it  is  there,  or  as  its  There-beiny  (Dascyn) 
is,  it  is  under  limitation ; but  as  it  is  in  itself,  it  is  capa- 
ble of  inmimeralde  reactions  with  other  agents ; but  as 
it  is  in  the.se  it  is  other,  and  thus  in  itself,  even  in  its 
Daseyn  or  Limitation,  it  is  identical  with  its  other. 

The  independence  of  any  heent-for-self  Totality,  as 
Instinct,  lafe,  &c.,  in  regard  to  limitation  carries  much 
force  with  it,  and  mucli  light  into  many  difiicultics  of 
Ilegel.  The  Self  of  Sensibility  is  beyond  its  negation, 
pain ; were  it  not  beyond  it,  it  would  not  feel  it  as 
negation,  and  have  no  pain. 

But  it  is  more  absurd  still  to  be  blind  to  the  inde- 
pendence of  limitation  on  the  part  of  Eeason.  If,  how- 
ever, you  just  abstractly  assure  me  that  limitation,  the 
particular,  cannot  be  passed,  I just  as  abstractly  point 
to  the  universal  which  has  passed.  Every  universal  is 
an  example,  but  just  consider  this  : the  world,  for  all 
its  constitutive  finitude,  is  infinite. 

The  necessary  relation  of  space  to  man’s  freedom — 
apropos  of  Leibnitz  and  the  magnet — is  a deep  glance. 

Hegel  is  always  clear  and  great  as  regards  the  Will, 
as  is,  indeed,  but  natural  after  a Fichte  and  a Kant, 
and  there  is  a very  luminous  little  word  here.  Ills 
caustic  irony  comes  down  again  on  the  adherents  of  a 
perpetual  and  never-effected  ouyht-to,  whether  in  the 
field  of  morals,  or  among  your  ordinary  crude  revolu- 
tionists, who  always  know  so  much  better  than  every- 
body else  that,  in  their  eyes,  just  everything  in  the 
existent  order  of  things  ought-to — be  changed  : Hegel 
assures  them  that  in  their  case,  and  as  regards  their 
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finitude,  tlie  applicability  of  their  own  principle,  the 
ought-to,  i.s  perfectly  recognised  ! 

The  gist  of  what  follows  is,  that  we  are  to  place 
ourselves  in  the  whole  notion,  and  not  one-sidedly  hold 
by  eitlier  of  its  alternative  moments  : if  the  Sollen  is 
a con-sequence  of  the  Schranke,  the  Schrankeds  a con- 
sequence of  the  Sollen  ; and  we  arc  not  to  lose  our- 
selve.s  in  the  despairing  contemplation  of  a process  which 
can  never  be  accomplished,  at  the  very  moment  that  we 
])ossess  all  the  conditions  of  its  accomplishment.  Such 
despairing  contemplation  is  a result  of  our  occupying 
only  the  abstractiun  of  the  Ansichseyn.  To  seek  only 
the  inner  nature,  only  the  realisation  of  what  is  in  itself, 
is  to  stultify  ounselves  by  an  ab-straetion  in  which  we 
are  blind  to  the  only  realisiition  — that,  namely,  which 
lies  in  the  deter  in  inateness,  the  limit,  but  in  its  con- 
crete conne.xion  witli  the  In-itself.  The  only  answer 
to  the  longing  of  the  In-itself,  is  its  complement,  the 
Determinateness ; and  in  mutual  reference  they  have 
reached  completion  and  repose.  So  it  is  that  the 
Sollen,  both  of  Kant  and  Fichte,  is  but  a perpetuating 
of  mere  finitude. 

7.  Transition  of  the  Finite  into  the  Infinite. 

The  text  seems  quite  simple,  direct,  and  intelligible 
here,  and  calls  for  no  remark.  It  is  matter  of  familiar 
knowledge  that,  in  the  .school  which  is  named  of  Hegel, 
the  Immortality  of  the  Soul  remains  a qiuestio  vejcata. 
This  alone  were  decisive  evidence  to  prove  that  llegel 
as  yet  has  remained  unintelligible  to  the  verj’  imli- 
viduals  who  arrogate  his  name ; for,  did  they  know 
him,  the  question  would  be  set  at  rest  by  the  instant 
triumjih  of  one  side  or  the  other,  .seeing  that  in  veiy 
truth  Hegel’s  ruling  on  the  point  has  not  wanted,  on 
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hisi  part,  tlie  most  decided  expreasion.  One  may  say, 
indeed,  tliat  from  the  first  word  to  the  last,  the  Logic, 
or  the  System  generally,  of  Hegel  is  nothing  but  an 
argument  for  the  Immortality  of  the  Soul ; and  this 
by  allowing  the  living  notion  of  concrete  reason  to 
confute  at  eveiy  turn  the  empty  abstractions  of  our 
mere  o[)inion.  This  comes  very  clearly  to  the  surface 
in  the  short  section  before  us, — ‘The  Finite  in  its 
passing  away,  this  negation  of  itself,  has  reached  its 
Being-in-Self,  it  has  therein  gone  together  with  itself;  ’ 
and  again,  ‘ out  over  its  own  self,  it  goes  together  only 
with  its  own  self’;  these  words  concern  at  bottom  the 
Immortality  of  the  Sold.  Here  is  a passage  from  the 
‘ Phaenomenology  ’ which  may  illustrate  them  : — 

To  analyse  a Conception  into  its  original  elements,  is  agoing 
back  into  its  moments,  which  at  least  have  not  the  form  of 
the  conception  there  before  us,  but  constitute  the  immediate 
property  of  the  Self  (the  Subject,  the  Ego).  This  analysis, 
indeed,  comes  only  to  Thoughts,  which  are  themselves  familiar, 
fixed,  and  settled  determinations.  But  an  essential  moment 
is  this  unactual,  shared-off  thing  itself ; for  only  by  this,  that 
the  Concrete  shares  itself,  or  separates  itself,  and  reduces 
itself  to  an  unreality,  is  it  das  sich  Hewegende,  has  it  move- 
ment in  itself.  The  action  of  separation  is  the  craft  and 
business  of  Understarulinfj,  the  grejitest  and  most  wonderful, 
or  rather  the  absolute  power.  The  sphere  which  remains  at 
rest  shut  up  in  itself,  and  as  substance  possesses  its  moments, 
is  the  immediate  and  therefore  not  the  wonderful  relation. 
[Explanation  as  reference  to  Substance  is  easy.]  But  that 
the  accidental  as  such  in  separation  from  what  embraces  it, 
that  what  is  connected  with  the  rest  and  only  actual  in  this 
connexion  should  gain  a peculiar  existence  and  a separate 
freedom,  this  is  the  enormous  power  of  the  negative ; it  is 
the  energy  of  Thought,  of  the  pure  Ego.  Death,  should  we 
so  name  that  unreality,  is  the  fearfullest  thing  of  all,  and  to 
keep  hold  of  what  is  dead  is  that  which  demands  the  greatest 
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power.  Powerle.S!3  Beauty  hates  Understanding,  because  it 
expects  this  of  her,  this  to  which  siie  is  incompetent.  But 
not  the  Life  that  fears  death  and  would  preserve  itself  from 
destruction,  but  the  Life  that  bears  it  and  maintains  itself  in 
it,  is  the  Life  of  the  Spirit.  The  Spirit  wins  his  truth  only 
in  that  in  the  absolute  destruction  he  finds  himself.  He  is 
not  this  power  as  the  Positive  which  looks  away  from  the 
negative,  as  when  we  say  of  something,  this  is  nothing  or  this 
is  false,  and  so,  done  with  it,  turn  away  from  it  to  something 
else ; but  he  is  this  power  only  in  that  he  looks  the  negative 
in  the  face,  and  stands  to  it.  This  standing  to  it  is  the 
magical  might  which  converts  the  negative  into  das  8eyn, 
into  Being. 

Tlie  Uilismauic  word  liere,  tlien,  is  abstraction  ; it 
is  only  by  abstraction  tliat  we  give  a separate  reality 
to  death  ; there  is  no  death  in  the  concrete  ; what 
passes  away,  passes  away  only  into  its  own  self.  We 
shall  have  occasion  to  see  the  same  thing  in  other 
fonus  again.  Hegel  probably  felt  it  unworthy  of  him 
directly  to  explain  a thing  which  lay  in  him  so  clearly 
on  the  surface  : it  is  in  no  covert  waj%  indeed,  that 
he  gives  us  to  understand  that  he,  for  his  part,  .saves 
himself  in  that  other  into  which  he  seems  to  pass. 
In  .short,  it  is  the  one  aim  of  Hegel  to  put  to  flight 
abstraction,  restore  the  concrete ; and  that  is  immor- 
tality and  a single  life. 

As  regards  technical  term.s,  it  does  not  seem  that 
we  have  any  longer  imudi  to  .say.  Hegel’s  general 
princij)le  of  action  in  regard  to  such  must  be  now 
apparent : as  they  appear,  they  appear  along  with  their 
Notion,  and  further  explication  seems  uncalled  for. 
This  may  be  regarded  ivs  another  merit  peculiar  to 
the  method  of  Hegel : the  terms  come  as  they  are 
wanted,  and  with  the  ex[)ress  meaning  which  he  who 
uses  them  seeks.  We  may  add,  that  this  is  true 
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even  of  tlie  nuances,  or  sliaclcs  of  meaning.  The 
reader  mu.st  liave  ob.served,  for  example,  tliat  tlie  word 
Bestimmung,  Determination  or  Qualification,  has,  of 
late,  very  decidedly  taken  on  the  sense  of  Destiny  or 
End ; but,  to  be  sure,  the  qualification,  quality,  inner 
nature  of  anything  is  precisely  the  function  it  ad- 
ministei's,  its  mi.s.sion,  vocation,  office,  purpose,  &c. 
The  general  sense  of  Bestimmung  is  perhaps  pretty 
well  got  in  this  way.  Sup[)o.se  What  is  a voice : well, 
there  must  be  distinction  in  it ; and  its  own  native 
<listincHon.i  {differences)  are  just  its  Bestiminungen  : 
these  are  its  accents,  modulations,  or  inflexions,  then  ; 
they  are  its  signs,  significjvtes,  exponents,  modi,  &c. 
Or  we  might  say,  this  voice,  as  it  is  a voice,  cannot 
remain  a self-identical  One  only;  as  such,  it  must  part 
into  its  own  coastituent  Many,  into  its  Variety.  Now 
tliis  variety  may  be  named  its  .system  of  vocabilities,  or 
each  unit  of  the  many  of  the  voice  will  be  a vocability. 
In  reference  to  this  voice,  then,  its  Be.stimmungen  arc 
its  vocabilities ; but,  again,  its  Bestimmung  is  just  its 
vocability  — vocability  is  its  qualification,  function, 
nature,  destiny,  end,  &c.  In  this  way,  we  can  make 
obvious  the  transition  from  one  vocjd^ility  to  vocjibility 
in  general,  or  from  one  Bestimmung  to  Bestimmung 
as  such.  Ijastly,  looking  at  Bestimmung  as  Logical 
Determination,  as  a thing  from  without,  we  might 
translate  it,  in  reference  to  the  voice,  by  vocabilisation. 
The  identity  of  outer  and  inner  looms  out  here : did 
an  external  vocabilissition  (say  here  notation)  truly 
enumerate  all  the  voaibilities  native  to  the  voice,  this 
external  act  would  be  sini[)ly  identical  with  the  in- 
ternal act  of  the  voice  itself  by  which  it  should  give 
manifestation  to  its  implied  vocabilities.  We  m.ay  just 
point  out  that  the  Logical  moments  show  themselves 
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very  plainly  here.  There  is  first  the  .simple  unal  self- 
identity  of  the  voice,  its  Being  as  such  ; in  which  Being, 
however,  it  is  as  yet  only  inhplicit,  only  in  itself,  only 
an  sick  — the  moment  of  Simple  Apprehension,  ouva/xif, 
wAij,  ike.  Then  there  is  the  other  moment,  the  Ur- 
theilen  of  the  voice  into  its  native  constituent  differ- 
ences, which  have,  each  to  each,  the  first  or  qualitative 
negation.  Lastly,  there  is  the  moment  of  Reason,  the 
negation  of  the  negation,  the  restoration  of  the  dif- 
ferences to  the  one  Self  of  the  one  voice.  This,  again, 
is  the  one  fundamental  Hegelian  Notion.  Whatever  is 
must  diflerentiate  itself,  or  it  would  remain  nothing  ; 
but  its  differentiation,  or  explication,  is  the  movement 
of  its  own  necessity : it  is  in  itself,  and  it  is  in  its  dif- 
ferences, and  it  is  through  its  differences  into  itself. 
But  what  is  is  Thought,  and  its  Differences  in  their 
own  necessity  unfold  themselves,  fu’st,  unconsciously, 
and,  second,  consciously  (through  science)  in  the 
Thinking  Subject.  So  we  have,  first,  internal  Thought 
as  wholly  in  it-'idf.  Logic,  and  again  external  Thought, 
still  in  itself.  Nature,  and,  lastly,  internal  and  extern.al 
Thought,  re-united  into  the  higher  internality  of  Spirit, 
and  now  wholly  fur  sich.  Of  this  one  Notion,  every 
concrete  that  exists  is  demonstrably  a type  : take,  as 
we  have  seen  Hegel  do,  a grain  of  salt,  for  instance. 
Evcrj’where,  we  have  abstract  unity,  abstract  variety, 
and — the  only  and  single  truth  at  bottom — concrctehj 
hoth  in  one.  This  pulse  is  fairly  to  be  seen — but  an  .sick 
— in  Kant : it  is  Hegel's  merit  to  have  made  it  wholly 
an-und-fur-sich,  and  thus  to  have  completed  cerminly 
a — perhai)s  ever;/ — and  perhaps  all — Philosophy. 

Verstand,  in  its  peculiarly  Hegelian  sense — initiated, 
V)ut  still  an  sick,  by  Kant — occurs  in  the  [utssage  tran.s- 
latod  from  the  ‘ Phaenomenology.’  We  shall  have  to 
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note  the  Ver,  and  to  tliink  of  its  function,  which  is  to 
signify  a process  of  transition,  the  agent  of  wliicli  is 
tlie  root.  Verstelien,  in  tlie  sense  of  to  become  stale,  is 
an  example  in  point.  To  Hegel,  what  Verstand  (in  its 
other  sense)  versteht,  it  steht  ver  as  regards  tlie  rest. 
That  is,  in  English,  what  understanding  understands,  it 
stands — not  tinder,  but  the  German  unter — between  or 
asunder  from  the  rest.  In  German  as  in  Engli.sh,  sepa- 
ration is  involved  ; in  trutli,  both  are  ju.st  the  Ur-theileii. 
Unterscheiden,  discernment,  uf/.Ntinction,  are  all  per- 
tinent here.  As  in  the  passage  alluded  to,  these  words 
concern  always  the  moment  of  differentiation,  which  is 
characterised  as  more  wonderful  than  the  fu'st  moment 
of  self-included,  self-identicid  substantiality ; what  is 
spoken  of  as  ‘ tlie  accidental  as  such  separated  from 
what  embraces  it.’  This  phrase  in  the  text  appears 
hterally  ‘ the  Accidental  as  such  separated  from  its 
Umfang  ’ (orTjOgiciU  Extension);  and  we  see  thus  how 
true  Hegel  remains  to  his  own  principles.  The  Acci- 
dental separated  from  its  Extension,  appears  very  un- 
intelhgible,  until  we  understand  the  Hegelian  Notion  ; 
— then,  however,  we  see  very  clearly  that  the  separa- 
tion in  question  concerns  Extension,  and  not  Compre- 
hension. 

Of  other  terms,  we  saw  Reel  varied  by  qualitativ 
unterschieden,  qualitatively  dis-cerned  and  dif-ferenced ; 
and  this  will  be  seen  to  cohere  well  with  what  has 
just  been  said. 

The  Gennan  Princip  is  truer  to  its  Etymology  than 
our  convenient  but  wholly  indefinite  principle.  Vorstel- 
lung  has  been  already  spoken  of  as  the  Aussersichseyn 
of  the  Begriff.  Sollen  and  Schranke  — the  latter 
c.specially — must  be  seen  to  have  senses  here  peculiar 
to  Hegel,  just  as  it  is  not  English,  but  arbitrary  on 
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our  part,  to  oppose  as  we  have  done  fJinifation  (Bound) 
to  Limit.  After  all,  perhaps  Greuze  were  be.st  trans- 
lated Bound,  and  Sehranke  Limit.  The  point  here  is 
to  see  the  Notion. 

‘ The  Sollen  is  limited  only  an  aich,  or  for  us.'  This 
seems  a curious  expression  to  occur  unexplained,  and 
may  have  proved  puzzling  to  many  readers.  The 
in  itself,  we  think,  as  undeveloped,  is  precisely  that 
which  is  not  for  us.  If  we  reflect,  however,  we  shall 
see  that  we  are  mistaken.  To  say  a thing  is  so  and  so 
in  it«elf,  is  to  say  what  the  thing  itself  luxs  not  yet  de- 
veloped : who,  then,  .as  yet  can  know  this  so  and  so, 
but  we  only  ourselves  who  find  ourselves  in  a condition 
to  predicate  it  ? ‘If  the  embiyo  is  a man  an  sich,  it  is 
not  a man  fiir  sich,'  .says  Hegel,  in  another  reference; 
but  we  can  see,  in  the  present  reference,  that  if  the 
embr3'0  is  not  a man  fiir  sich,  it  is  a man  for  us  ; and 
so  what  it  is  an  sich,  it  is  for  us.  This  is  veiy  subtle, 
and  Hegel,  as  usual,  allows  us  to  find  it  out  pretty  much 
for  ourselves.  It  is  true  that  the  expression  occurs  in 
the  ‘ Phaenomenology,’  and  that  Hegel  wishes  us  to 
regard  that  work  as  the  first  Part  of  his  sj^stem.  But 
this  desire  of  Hegel  may  be  attributed  to  an  author’s 
natural  interest  in  his  own  progeny,  and  to  an  author’s 
as  natural  commercial  considerations  ; and  the  work  in 
question,  though,  as  first  draught,  important  to  illus- 
trate, is  inessential  to  complete  the  System.  The  IvOgic 
of  Hegel  must  always  be  regarded  as  entire  in  itself, 
and  independent  of  all  assistance  as  respects  the  mean- 
ing of  its  terms.  Then,  again,  as  regards  the  ‘ Phae- 
nomenology,’ the  collation  of  an  sick  and  fiir  tins  which 
occurs  in — it  occurs  also  in  the  Preface  (p.  19),  and 
pretty  much  in  the  sense  which  it  has  here  in  the 
Logic ; but  the  Preface  was  probably  not  written  till 
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after  the  body  of  tlie  work  (and) — the  Introduction 
(p.  65,  Edition  1841),  seems  to  concern  something 
else,  and  quite  uuadupted  to  develop  the  reflexion 
with  which  we  have  sought  to  explain  it  above.  Some 
such  reflexion,  we  are  tlisposed  to  beheve,  Ilegel  ex- 
pected from  the  reader  himself  here,  and  quite  inde- 
pendently of  tlie  Phaenomeuology. 

The  reader  will  do  well  to  observe  the  different 
translations  which  have  occurred  in  reference  to  the 
difficult  word  Setzen.  Gesetzt  ist  has  been  translated 
appears,  presents  itself,  is  taken,  stated,  established,  de- 
monstrated, put,  placed,  set,  &c.,  the  meaning  always 
being  that  Logical  Position  has  been  effected  in  regard 
to  what  is  spoken  of; — what  was  imjdicit  is  now 
e.rplicit,  or  technically  set.  Hegel  himself  varies  the 
expression  by  explicirt  ist,  and  also  by  exponirt  ist. 
When  What  is  is  spoken  of  as  Gesetztseyn,  we  are 
to  understand  that  it  is  illative  adjectiviti/.  Ein 
Gesetztes,  again,  is  an  effected  ei^olute,  an  effected  at- 
tribute, an  effected  adjective,  a term  developed  from 
within  and  referred  out  in  place.  Here,  again,  Ave  sec 
how  inward  and  outward  come  together.  What  is 
impUed  or  implicated  is  also  explicated  ; it  is  in  Some- 
thing, yet  it  is  other  than,  or  out  of,  the  Something. 
Similarly,  what  is  involved  is  evolved,  what  is  inferred 
is  ef-ferred,  Avhat  is  illated  is  e-lated,  &c.  Setzen 
has  thus  an  advantage  over  any  of  these  words,  for  it 
implies  both,  or  Setzen  is  just  to  ex-imply.  We  can 
understand  now,  then,  that  Gesetztseyn  is  just  impli- 
cation— as  to  Englishmen  — a system  of  implication; 
for  such  .system  being  thoroughly  recognised,  just 
amounts  to  a system  of  explication.  We  are  to  see 
that  im-position  involves  ex-position,  or  that  what  is, 
is  just  position.  Or  we  may  say,  the  three  moments 
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of  tlie  concrete  trinity,  in  Avlncli  each  is  the  other, 
are  to  imjylieate,  to  e.cplicate,  and  to  replicate.  Thus, 
too,  one  can  see  that  all  are  but  distinctions  of  self- 
identical  Thought,  or  all  is  but  illative  reflexion, — a 
dialectic  in  which  ‘ each  ineinbcr  sublates  itself  in 
itself,  and  is  in  itself  the  contrarj"  of  itself,’  and  the 
whole  seems  as  ‘ a Bacchantic  tumult  with  everj'one 
concerned  drunk.’  After  all,  we  can  see,  too,  that 
setzen  is  not  diflerent  from  bestimmen,  for  both  refer 
to  the  placing  of  the  dijferences.  Setzen,  however,  is 
hardly  .so  wide  as  bestimmen,  and  denotes  rather  a 
special  bestimmen  or  determination  where  the  reci- 
procity is  peculiarly  overt,  as  in  the  mutual  relation  of 
enuse  and  effect,  or  in  that  of  positive  and  negative,  &c. 
Still,  to  determine  will  verj'  generally  translate  setzen, 
as  well  as  bestimmen. 


C. 

IXFINITUDE. 

Here,  in  the  first  place,  as  usual,  the  general  heading 
maps  out  the  course  of  the  dialectic  that  is  to  follow, 
and  names  the  principal  moments.  The  point  to  which 
we  have  now  arrived  is  this  ; The  Finite  passes  away 
into  its  other  ; but  the  Finite  is  a passing  away : the 
])a.ssing  away,  then,  passes  away.  Or  the  Finite  negates 
itself ; but  the  Finite  is  negation : the  Finite,  then, 
negates  negation,  and  affii’matively  is.  In  brief : the 
Finite  goes  together  with  itself,  and  this  is  the  Infinite. 
It  is  difference-less  self-reference,  at  once  a Being  and  a 
Becoming.  These  naturally  can  be  used  as  definitions 
of  the  Absolute ; but  the  whole  series  of  the  sphere  of 
Particular  Being  (There-lx“ing),  as  subjected  to  the  fii-st 
or  simple  negation,  is  finite,  and  cannot  be  so  used. 
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The  Infinite,  too,  so  used,  as  expressing  in  itself  nega- 
tion of  the  Finite,  seems  preferable  to  either  Being  or 
Becoming,  wliich  do  not  directly  express  independence 
of  limitatedness,  or  defiuitude.  The  presence  of  refer- 
ence to,  and  so  of  an  implication  of,  limitatedness, 
finiteness,  negation,  in  the  Infinite,  is  at  the  same  time 
hinted.  The  two  Infinites,  the  true  and  the  spurious, 
or  that  of  Eeason  and  that  of  Understanding,  being 
briefly  named  and  even  characterised,  the  division 
follows. 


a.  The  Infinite  in  general. 

Here  again,  as  in  a moment  of  Simple  Apprehension, 
there  is  a difficvdty  to  know  what  to  say,  and  what  in 
•said  may  be  regarded  as  the  summary  of  all  that  follows. 
Indeed,  we  may  say,  that  the  reference  to  the  Finite 
still  implied  in  the  Infinite  is  tlie  hinge,  or  pivot,  or 
key  to  all  that  follows. 

In  the  first  paragraph,  we  see  the  joy  with  which 
Hegel  hails  the  Infinite  as  the  name  at  which  our  true 
light  goes  up  to  us.  This  is  a very  overt  indication  of 
Hegel’s  views  in  reference  to  the  Immortality  of  the 
Soul. 

It  is  through  its  reference  to  its  In-itself  that  There- 
being  determines  itself — so  far  as  it  is  There-being  or 
negated  Being — as  Finite.  Thus  it  is  the  nature  of  the 
Finite  itself  to  transcend  itself  into  the  Infinite.  Tliis 
must  be  seen  to  be  its  own  act,  and  not  result  of  an 
external  force.  Neither  must  we  view  it  as  if — which 
is  quite  usual — our  subjective  Eeason  had  simply  crossed 
over  the  Finite  into  the  Infinite,  leaving  the  former  still 
there.  Finite  and  Infinite  are  not  to  be  conceived  side 
by  side,  like — as  another  German  says — cat  and  dog. 

VOL.  II.  L 
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What  takes  jilacc,  in  sliort,  is  a dialectic  transition  in 
which  both  fall  together  as  moments. 

b.  AUenxaling  determiiuition  of  the  Finite  and  the 
Infinite. 

In  this  a moment  of  Judgment  the  differences  are,  of 
course,  kept  apart,  and  this  constitutes  the  gist  of  what 
we  are  to  sec,  which,  liowever,  is  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant considerations  ever,  perhaps,  suggested.  If 
Hegel  is  riglit,  tlien,  the  separation  of  Finite  and 
Infinite  is  but  tlie  most  extraordinary  of  human  delu- 
sions. 

The  first  paragraph  shows  the  Infinite — and  let  us 
be  serious  in  tltinkim]  the  Infinite,  and  not  satisfied 
with  a mere  logical  term, — as  constituted,  to  be  Some- 
thing— with  determinateness — with  a Limit.  The  Finite 
has  thus  tlie  character  of  determinate  or  realThere-bcing 
opposed  to  the  Infinite  : they  seem  permanently  apart, 
then.  As  the  Infinite  is  immediately  or  directly  con- 
stituted, it  awakes  the  Finite ; or  the  Being,  the  wLat- 
it-is,  or  iis-it-is  of  the  one  directly  awakes  that  of  the 
other. 

The  intention  of  the  next  paragraph  is  to  thicken  the 
contrast  between  the  two  moments  ; they  are  to  be 
exhibited  as  mutually  other.  The  Finite  is  Limitation  ; 
its  nature  is  perpetually  to  seek  its  In-itself.  Lifmitude 
is  this  In-itself,  the  To-be-to  or  Is-to-be  of  the  Limita- 
tion, and  this,  too,  as  a thing  effected.  This  Infinite 
is  the  nothing  of  that  Finite  ; but  this  Infinite  also,  as 
the  accomplished  Sollcn,  the  effected  and  carried-out 
To-be-to,  is  reflected  into  itself,  is  self-referent  affirma- 
tive Being.  The  Infinite,  then,  is  beent,  and  it  is  the 
negation  of  the  Finite  ; but  as  a bi-ent  negation  it  is  other 
to  this  Finite.  The  Finite  remaining  as  determinate  real 
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There-being,  is  other  to  tlie  Infinite.  Yet  the  Finite 
has  also  the  character  of  being  sublateil  into  the  In- 
finite, wliicli  is  thus  the  Non-Finite — a Being  or  Being- 
ness, bat  in  the  form  or  sense  of  Negation.  The  Finite, 
then,  is  as  the  sphere  of  the  tlelinite  realities,  the 
Inlinite  as  the  void  which  is  beyond  all  such  ; but  still 
the  Finite  has  its  In-itself  not  in  its  definite  and  deter- 
minate There-being. — The  dialectic  is  so  double-edged, 
that  the  last  welches  (the  last  ‘ which  ’ but  one)  of  the 
paragraph,  though  construed  with  the  Finite,  might, 
without  embarrassment  to  the  sense,  be  construed  with 
the  Infinite — but  perhaps  not  quite  as  well. 

This  Infinite,  which  has  just  been  developed,  is  the 
bastard  or  spurious  Infinite,  that  Avhich  constitutes  to 
mere  Understanding  as  the  separating  and  abstracting 
{X)wer,  the  last  word  of  wisdom.  In  tliis,  nevertheless, 
Uudei-standing  oidy  envelopes  itself  in  contradictions. 

The  contradiction  at  once  show's  in  this,  that  both 
still  are,  and  an  Infinite,  limited  by  another,  is  only  a 
Finite. 

Understanding  that  would  seek  its  Highest,  its  In- 
finite, leaves  the  Finite  still  standing : it  strives  into  a 
far  inane  which  is  and  is  not ; while  that  on  which  it 
has  turned  its  back,  and  only  turned  its  back,  also  is 
and  is  not. 

The  relation  of  the  one  to  the  other  is  recognised 
and  acknowledged  by  Understanding  ; but  Understand- 
ing can  see  in  this  relation,  not  their  inseparability 
and  unity,  but  only  their  difference,  distinction,  separa- 
tion, and  mutual  independence.  From  Understanding 
it  is  quite  concealed  that  the  one  is  just  the  burthen  of 
the  other,  or  that  the  one  is  just  through  the  other. 
— The  reflexion  of  Understanding  whereby  it  enables 
itself  to  persist  in  the  mutual  independence  of  each 
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moment  is  well  put ; at  the  same  time,  the  true  state 
of  the  case  is  hinted. 

Again,  the  result  to  Understanding  is  expressed.  But 
this  has  in  it  the  nature  of  a Process.  You  pass  into 
the  Infinite ; but  the  Infinite  is  inseparable  from  the 
Finite,  and  the  Finite  reappearing,  the  Limit  is  replaced, 
which  again  then  is  to  be  transcended,  but  only  neces- 
sarily with  re-placement  of  a new  limit — and  so  on  ad 
infinitum ! The  precision  of  the  text  here  cannot  be 
suipassed. 

Tlie  next  paragraph  is  equally  precise  — is  for 
penetrative  speech,  and  such  only  as  a Hegel  could 
originate,  quite  admirable,  indeed,  and  requfres  no  com- 
ment. The  definition  of  sublunary  Being,  of  mortal 
state,  ‘ not  to  be  that,  or  to  be  not  that,  which  it  itself 
is,  and  which  its  other  is,’  is  a subtlety  of  the  one  mint. 

The  progress  in  infinitum — what  it  is  generally  con- 
sidered— in  what  case  it  appeai-s,  and  its  true  defini- 
tion as  considered — the  text  here  is  unequivocal.  The 
following  paragraph  is  equally  so ; and  the  whole 
matter  is  seen  to  be,  not  a pei’petual  variety,  but  a 
perpetual  self-sameness.  In  the  concluding  paragraph 
of  this  section,  the  mechanism  of  the  Infinite  Progress 
is  again  characterised,  and  its  contradiction  declared 
fixed  because  the  implied  unity  is  not  reflected  upon. 

c.  The  Afitmative  Infinite. 

Perhaps,  it  would  suffice  now  to  conjoin  under  a 
single  general  comment  all  the  remaining  matter  of  the 
Infinite,  whether  as  it  appears  here  under  the  present 
section,  or  as  under  Eemark  1.  StiU,  the  space  saved 
Avould  be  but  little,  and  a word  of  comment,  paragraph 
by  paragraph,.  !is  before,  may  perhaps  prove  so  far 
something  of  a support  to  the  reader.  We  continue  as 
we  have  begun,  then. 
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In  the  unresting  alternation  of  the  Infinite  Progress 
the  Truth  lies,  but  in  itself.  Such  alternation  is  but  an 
externalisation  of  the  Truth  ; or  it  contains  the  true 
Notion,  but  in  outwardness,  so  that  its  moments  fall 
out  from  each  other.  Unity  of  these  moments,  how- 
ever, will  result  from  their  very  comparison.  At  the 
same  time,  the  term  Unity  is  defective,  and  may  expect 
to  find  its  own  corrective  complement  also  in  some 
step  of  this  movement  which  constitutes  outwardly 
what  the  Notion  before  us  is  inwardly. 

The  Infinite  presents  itself  directly  as  Transcendence 
of  the  Finite,  as  negation  of  the  Finite.  But  this  being 
so,  the  Finite  has  only  the  value  of  a something  that  is 
to  be  transcended;  the  Finite  thus  is  in  itself  the 
negation  of  itself ; and  the  Infinite  is  no  more  than 
this.  The  peculiarity  of  the  one,  then,  is  also  that  of 
the  other ; and  neither  is  possible  without  the  other. 
If  it  be  objected,  that  this  is  a result  of  looking  at  them 
only  in  their  reference  to  one  another,  let  us  see  how 
it  will  be  with  them,  each  being  regarded  apart  by 
itself.  The  first  consequence  is,  that  the  Finite  being 
there  in  its  own  independence,  the  Infinite  is  no  longer 
Infinite ; and  the  second  is,  that  the  Finite,  just  because 
of  this  independence,  has  lost  its  previous  relative  and 
transitory  nature,  and  is  all  that  the  Infinite  is. — It 
must  be  well  observed  by  the  reader  that  this  dialectic 
is  not  a juggle,  but  the  truth.  There  is  a reputation 
still  real  in  this  world,  named  Sir  William  Hamilton : 
Now  the  nail  on  which  this  reputation  mainly  hung 
itself  out  to  notice,  and  on  which  it  mainly  still  hangs, 
(■ Common  Sense,  and  the  Quantification  of  the  Predi- 
cate— by  the  bye,  as  was  only  to  be  expected,  two 
self-contradictories — are  the  two  others,)  is  this:  As 
there  is  a Finite  to  limit  the  Infinite,  the  latter  is 
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inconceivable,  &c.  &c.  ; (therefore  Human  Imbecility, 
&c.  &c.)  Now  this  is  a juggle,  and  a logiail  juggle ; or, 
being  ‘ a raisonnement  from  a groundless  presupposi- 
tion,’ it  is  ‘ sophistry:’  it  is  the  juggle  and  sophistry  of 
an  insatiable  but  puerile  vaingloiy ; it  is  the  juggle  and 
sophistiy  of  the  mental  imbecility  that  can  see  one  side 
only  ; and  it  is  the  juggle  and  sophistry  of  a perfected 
philosophy  and  a perfected  German  Scholarship  many 
years  after  the  present  work  of  Hegel  was  published. 
Hamilton,  indeed,  shall  have  refuted  Hegel!  and  by  the 
aliovc  argument  I ! — a crumb  of  Hegel’s  own — bastard 
Infinite  1 1 ! — ^The  dialectic  of  Hegel  must  be  closelj' 
looked  at ; and  the  more  closely,  the  more  evident  will 
it  be  that  the  iron  faculty  of  Hegel  honestly  received 
the  whole  problem,  honestly  and  strongly  turned  it  on 
both  sides,  and  equally  honestly  and  strongly  solved 
it.  We  see  already  this  much  at  least,  that  the  Finite 
in  its  very  nature  involves  and  so  evolves  an  Infinite, 
and  that  though  there  is  no  room  for  the  bastard  In- 
finite of  Hamilton  (who  ought,  at  his  time  of  day,  and 
with  the  studies  which  he  pretended  to  have  achieved, 
to  have  really  been  a little  better  informed  as  to  the 
state  of  the  case),  there  is  an  absolute  necessity  for  the 
veritable  Infinite  of  a Hegel,  which  is — and  only  can 
be  Infinite  by  being — at  once  itself  and  its  other. 

Whether  viewed  together  or  apart,  then.  Finite  and 
Infinite  manife.st  a mutual  implication. 

It  is  by  regarding  each  in  abstraction  from  the  other, 
or  it  is  by  doing  violence  to  the  concrete  truth  in 
which  both  co-here,  that  both  are  falsificil. 

View'cd  in  this  abstraction,  the  character  by  which 
each  specially  is  that  which  it  is,  bt'comes  converted  into 
its  opposite. 

The  abstraction  of  Understanding  falsifies  the  double 
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unity  of  the  two  characters  in  the  same  way  as  the 
simple. 

Understanding  errs  by  insisting  on  regarding  tlieir 
mutual  reference  as  qualitative  diflerence  ; whereas  they 
are,  the  one  by  reason  of  the  other, — that  is,  they  are, 
because  each  is  the  other. 

The  transition  of  the  one  to  the  otlier  must  be  seen 
to  be  not  of  the  nature  of  change,  of  one  something 
into  another  something.  The  transition  is  not  of  that 
nature,  but  a going  together  of  the  one  into  the  other, 
into  a residtant  concrete  unity,  which  is  also  their  pre- 
supposition and  their  truth.  The  Infinite,  as  only  out 
of  the  Finite,  is  but  as  an  inane  that  flees ; but  in  that 
it  is  through  its  sublation  of  the  Finite,  it  has  returned, 
as  it  were,  out  of  this  flight  into  the  inane,  and  is  a 
solid  and  concrete  Here. 

Each,  then,  is  an  affirmative  as  a negation  of  the 
negation  ; but  the  infinite  progress  exhibits  them  not 
thus  in  their  truth. 

In  that  progress  they  are  compared  apart,  just  as 
■we  compared  apart  the  two  together,  and  each  by 
itself — a comparison  merely  external,  and  not  touching 
the  internal  state  of  the  case.  But  this  same  progress 
virtually  contains,  not  only  their  difference  or  separa- 
tion, but  their  connexion  as  well. 

In  siniple  negation  they  are  apart ; but,  the  nature 
of  the  reference  considered,  even  in  this  movement  the 
Finite  is  seen  to  go  together  with  its  own  self. 

The  Infinite,  in  like  manner,  without  being  rid  of 
the  Finite,  arrives  ever  only  by  its  own  self. 

Each,  then,  is  itself  as  negation  of  the  negation ; 
and  understanding  errs  by  regarding  each  only  af- 
firmatively, and  not  with  reference  to  the  negation  it 
contains.  They  are  moments  of  a whole,  each  through 
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its  contrary,  and,  at  the  same  time,  through  the  sub- 
lation  of  its  contrary. 

There  are  tlie  two  ; each  is  itself,  but  the  sublation 
of  both  is  the  true  Infinite. 

The  result,  not  abstract  Unity,  but  Becoming ; so  that 
each  of  its  moments  but  becomes. 

The  Infinite,  in  its  return  and  reference  to  Self,  is 
Being,  and  not  abstractly  such,  but  as  being- 
(Dascyn),  positiv’ely  there  or  here.  Only  the  bastard 
infinite  is  the  impal[)able  retreat  into  the  inane,  be- 
e.au.se  it  is  the  simple  negation  of  the  Finite,  taking 
the  same  not  up  into  self  as  negation  of  the  negation  : 
it  is  this  infinite,  then,  which  is  unreachable,  which  is 
not  even  there,  which  is  not  even  palpably  existent, 
which  is  without  Daseyn.  Instead  of  falhng  in  awe 
before  this  unreachable  infinite,  we  ought  to  sec  that  it 
is  not  mighty,  but  meagre — not  sublime,  but  deficient. 

The  true  Lifinite  is  Eeality,  and  reality  in  a higher 
sense  ; for  as  the  development  grows,  so  docs  Eeality. 
But,  on  the  whole,  Eeality  is  a-terra  which  has  its  place 
now  behind  us  : only  it  is  remarkable  how  apt  we  are 
to  determine  any  matter  in  hand  by  the  abstractest  of 
characters,  and  so  the  furthest  from  the  concrete  truth. 

Eeality  here,  as  negation  of  the  negation,  is  opposeil 
t<i  the  former  Eeality  of  There-being.  The  result  is 
Identit}" ; but  the  Finite  is  but  id'eell  in  the*  Infinite. 
Ideality  has  thus  an  eminently  concrete  sense ; but  it 
avails  not  to  have  the  temi,  because  opinion  adheres 
to  the  aninnativeness  of  the  Finite,  and  despises  what 
it  calls  only  the  Ideal. 

Of  terms,  Diesseit%  Jemeit^,  Aeuesere,  and  Speculaiiv 
might  require  a word  ; but  what  they  mean  is  very 
plain,  each  in  its  place.  Kant’s  speadativ,  already 
given  (p.  102  of  this  voL),  may  be  contrasted  witli 
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Hegel’s,  as  also  with  the  mathematical,  which  last 
refers  to  ‘ the  discovering  of  Properties  and  IJelations.’ 
An  external  consideration  must  always  regiud  things  as 
outwardly  apart,  and  not  as  inwardly  coherent.  Placing 
‘ the  Transition  ’ last,  we  take  next,  and  in  the  same 
way,  paragraph  by  paragraph. 


Peuark  1. 

The  mechanism  of  the  spurious  Infinite  is  again 
perfectly  characterised.  These  are  happy  exjnessions  : 
a Contradiction  which  comes  forward  as  Solution  ; a 
beginning  of  Thought  over  the  Lifinite,  but  Avith  an 
//itent  or  Import  Avhich  is  taken  as  nothing ; a flight 
Avhich  collects  itself  not,  and  knoAvs  not  how  to  bring 
back  the  negative  into  the  positive ; an  uncompleted 
reflexion,  that  brings  not  the  two  thoughts  together. 
These  exprcs.sions  are  alone  sufficient  to  expose  the 
nullity  of  Hamilton’s  half  ness  — if  even  a halfness  can 
be  idloAved  him.  In  the  impatience  of  his  vanity,  and 
his  eager  greed  of  present,  hoAvever  superficial,  devour- 
ment, Hamilton  Avas  only  adequate  — the  evidence  is 
abundant  — to  dip  into  such  Avriters  as  Kant  and 
Hegel : the  incompetence  Avith  Avhich  he  manages  the 
half,  or  AvliatcA'cr  fraction  he  has  attained  to,  is  quite 
in  keeping  Avith  such  a dip.  The  bearing  and  general 
allures  of  Hamilton  Avould  simply  amuse,  were  it  not 
that  the  acceptance  Avhich  he  has  universally  met  Avitli 
in  Great  Britain  has  imported  seriousness  into  the 
petulant  sufficiency  of  his  surface  attainment  and  as- 
sertion, and  left  no  room  for  any  feeling  but  that  of 
indignation. 

We  must  know  that  the  Progressus  is  the  alternation 
of  the  union  and  of  the  disunion  of  the  tAvo  moments  ; 
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{iik1,  again,  we  mu.st  know  that  the  union  and  disunion 
are  tlieinselves  inseparable. 

The  alternation  is,  in  point  of  fact,  as  well  negation 
of  the  union  as  of  the  disunion  ; but  they  are  ideally 
together  as  moments  in  the  whole.  The  Ideality  of 
the  differences,  this  is  the  solution.  It  is  here  that 
ftpeculative  thought  shows  itself. 

‘ IIow  does  the  Infinite  come  out  of  itself  and  into 
fmitude  ? ’ With  this  question  Philosophy  is  generally 
thought  to  be  at  once  tested  and  posed.  Ilcgel  s<‘iys, 
that  we  shall  by-and-by  see  clearer  into  what  the 
Infinite  really  is  ; meantime,  he  is  nothing  loath  to 
take  up  the  question  in  its  direct  form. 

The  proper  putting  of  a question  must  be  allowed 
to  require  some  amount  of  training  as  well  in  Phi- 
losophy as  in  other  mattei-s.  Now  here,  perhaps,  the 
question  is  so  put,  that  it  seems  as  if  only  figurate 
conception  asked,  and  as  if  the  answer  was  expected 
to  be  only  in  its  own  dialect. 

Determination  does  not  seem  quite  repugnant  to 
Iji’intj ; though  this  latter  is  quite  undetermined,  be- 
cause this  character  is  not  directly  and  at  liret  hand 
expressed  in  it.  But  the  Infinite  seems  expressly  the 
Non-Finite,  and  so  their  incompatibility  is  at  once  taken 
for  granted. 

But  here  the  question  contains  false  presuppositions : 
it  assumes  a Finite  and  an  Infinite  which  are  not.  The 
Finite  and  Infinite  are  as  we  have  seen  them,  and  not 
as  the  question  presupposes  them.  The  question,  then, 
deserv’C's  no  better  answer  than  that  the  Infinite  goes 
out  into  the  Finite,  in  order  to  be  Truth,  instead  of 
Nullity,  and  so  the  Finite ; or  that  they  are  both 
eternally  so,  the  one  in  the  other. 

The  question,  if  we  suppose  it  to  grant  the  unity 
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claimed,  may  proceed  to  inquire,  how  about  the  fsepn- 
ration?  But  tlie  separation  lies  in  the  very  fact  that 
it  is  the  Finite  and  the  Infinite  which  are  in  the  unity, 
which  as  unity,  then,  is  only  such  as  ideally  compre- 
hends both.  The  unity  and  tlie  distinctivity  are  equally 
appertinent  to,  and  are  inseparable  in,  the  concrete 
truth. 

Kant  and  Hegel  are  both  difficult  writers ; but  this 
difficulty  being  looked  into,  will  be  found  to  arise 
from  opposite  cau.ses  in  the  one  as  compared  with  the 
other.  He  who  will  look  narrowly  into  Kant  wll 
find  that  it  is  what  Hegel  calls  his  Geschwiitzigkeit 
that  constitutes  liis  difliculty.  With  Hegel,  again, 
apart  from  the  peculiar  thought  and  the  peculiar 
dialect,  it  is  compression  which  presents  itself  as  the 
obstacle.  Here,  however,  in  this  discussion  of  the 
Infinite,  there  are  impediments  in  the  way  of  a quite 
Kantian  nature ; or  the  discussion  in  question  is  car- 
ried out  to  too  great  a length.  Hegel  usually  sees 
what  he  has  got  to  say,  and  names  what  he  has  got 
to  say,  with  the  instant  precision  of  an  instrument  of 
steel : here,  however,  he  introduces  us  into  an  intricacy 
strange  for  him — the  intricacy  of  breadth,  that  is,  and 
a breadth  produced,  not  by  extension  of  treatment,  but 
by  re-iteration  of  repetition.  The  mutual  reference  of 
the  one  to  the  other  is  the  hinge  on  which  tlie  dia- 
lectic of  Finite  into  Infinite  and  Infinite  into  FiniU; 
turns  ; and  the  whole  business  ought  to  have  been 
summed  in  a less  number  of  plirases  than  that  pre- 
sented by  the  pages  over  which  it  has  been  scattered. 
We  shall  find,  indeed,  by-and-by,  with  reference  to 
the  ‘ Encyclopaedia,’  that  Hegel  has  really  effected  such 
concentration  elsewhere.  This  is  an  impoitant  consi- 
deration as  regards  the  art  of  statement,  and  the  result 
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seems  to  be  that,  where  a scientific  truth  is  conccmeil, 
we  ouglit  to  satisfy  ourselves  with  one  presentation  of 
the  same,  fearing  that  any  others,  especiall}'  many  otliers, 
and  just  in  proportion  to  their  Many,  might  be  rather 
apt  to  introduce  hesitancy  for  assurance,  and  obscurity 
for  light. 

The  discussion  above  continues  that  bearing  on  the 
Immortality  of  the  Sold  wliich  we  have  already  sig- 
nalised. Perhaps  we  should  notice  here  a doubt  which 
may  have  presented  itself  to  the  reader.  The  Passing- 
away  of  the  Finite  is  a Passing-away  of  the  Passiiig- 
away,  and  tliere  is  still  only  affirmation  present.  True  ! 
l)ut  if  what  is  concerned  is  oidy  of  a materiid  nature, 
tlie  interests  of  the  soul  remain  untouched.  We  admit 
tlie  eternity  of  matter,  we  know  that  transfonnation  in 
that  kind  involves  no  loss  of  materials : but  still  form 
disappeai-s  ; and  if  tlie  soid  be  form,  it  is  nowise  secured 
from  tlie  same  consummation. — The  answer  here  is, 
tliat  Hegel  occupies  a platform  where  such  objections 
have  no  place  : the  Notion  is  the  originative  spot,  the 
point  and  pulse  of  movement  and  of  life,  and  we  are 
tlie  Notion — that  is,  the  Notion,  as  Socrates  says  of 
the  Soul,  is  insuscipient  of  its  contrary,  death — which 
latter  would  amount  in  such  case  to  utter  and  universal 
annihilation,  which  is  absurd,  &c. 

If  we  but  attentively  consider  what  we  mean  when 
we  say  Finite,  there  will  be  little  difficulty  in  realising 
the  position  which  Hegel  would  maintain.  Wliat  is 
Finite  passes  away ; but  if  then  what  pas.ses  away  were 
independent  and  non-relative,  there  were  nothing ; or, 
we  might  ask,  where  would  the  Passing-away  pass  away 
to  ? ‘ What  becomes  of  the  old  moons  ? ’ as  the  African 
king  seriously  inquires. — The  Finite  alone  has  evidently 
a chasm  on  one  side,  and  demands  its  complement.  In 
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fact,  there  can  be  no  Finite  witliout  an  Infinite,  and  no 
Infinite  without  a Finite  : they  are  but  the  two  mices- 
sary  sides  or  moments  of  one  and  the  same  concrete 
truth.  What  is,  is,  and  determinately  is;  and  this 
necessarily  involves  both  a first  and  a second  negation, 
or,  what  is  the  same  tiling,  both  Finitude  and  Infinitude. 
To  take  the  picture,  the  Vorstellung,  we  have  already 
used — What  is,  is  a Voice  ; Being  is  a Voice.  Were 
it  abstract  only,  it  were  nothing.  But  it  passes  into 
its  distinctions ; it  rings  its  changes ; it  undergoes  the 
evolution  of  its  native  and  constituent  notes.  Even  so 
it  negates  tliese,  and  is  itself,  or  through  these  is  into 
itself.  Thus,  then,  the  Infinite  (Voice)  is  througli  the 
Finite  (Xotes);  tlias,  too,  the  Finite  (Xotification)  is  the 
fimt  Negation  of  the  Lifinite  (Voice) ; and  thus  also, 
lastly,  the  Infinite  (Voice)  is  the  Negation  of  the  Finite 
(Notes),  or  the  negation  of  the  negation.  Thus  the  In- 
finite (Voice)  is  ‘ the  Process  in  which  it  submits  to  be 
only  one  of  its  moments  as  opposed  to  the  Finite  (Notes), 
but  sublates  this  difference  of  itself  from  itself  into  the 
affirmation  of  itself,  and  only  through  this  hc-mediation 
is  truly  as  the  Infinite  (Voice).’  Thus,  too,  we  see  that 
‘ the  negation  is  determined  as  Identity ; the  Ideell  is 
the  Finite  as  it  is  in  the  Lifinite  (as  the  Notes  are  in  the 
Voice), — it  is  as  a Determination  (the  vocabilisation, 
notification),  the  matter  or  implement,  which  is  distin- 
guished, but  not  SQ\?-substantinlly  is,  but  only  as  mo- 
ment (in  the  voice).’ — The  Voistellung  sounds  better 
in  German  : Was  ist,  ist  eine  Stimme ; oder  das  Seyn 
ist  die  unendliche  Stimme.  Abstract  aber  ist  diesc 
Stimme  nichts  : oder  abstract  ist  sie  nur  an  sich.  Sie 
muss  aber  auch  filr  sich  seyn,  und  um  fiir  sich  zu  seyn, 
muss  sie  sich  unterscheiden ; d.  h.  sich  die  Eeihe  ihrer 
Bestimmungen  geben.  lu  ihren  Bestimmungen  ist  die 
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Stimmc  bestimrat ; oder  die  Bostimmunfren  sind  die 
Bestimmtlieiten.  Deii  Bestininitlieiteu  (oder  der  Bc- 
stimmtheit)  gegeniiber  ist  cbe  Stiinme  das  Unendbche. 
Die  Bestiinmtlieit  dagegen  der  Stimme  gegeniiber,  ist 
das  Eridbche.  Die  Bestinuutlieit  ist  die  Negation  der 
Stinnne,  zugleieh  aber  ist  die  Stimme  die  Negation  der 
Bestimmtheit,  also  die  Negation  der  Negation.  Die 
unendliche  Stimme  ist  nur  durcli  die  endlichen  Bestim- 
mungen  ; und  diese  nur  durch  jene. 

If  it  is  the  word  Bestimmung  which  has  suggested 
tliis  Stimme  as  an  illustration,  perhaps  that  inquiiy  of 
Jacobi  as  to  how  the  soundless  sounding  of  the  jnire 
identity  got  to  accentuation  in  itself  may  have  proved 
no  less  suggestive  to  Hegel.  For  this  is  a main  mani- 
festation of  Hegel,  that  he  points  ever  to  the  concrete 
and  existent  actual.  Pointing  thus,  he  intimates  to 
narrow  IntcUectuahsm,  represented,  it  may  be,  by  a 
Jacobi,  or  by  his  vastly  inferior  and  vastly  arriere 
pupil  Hamilton,  ‘Pest  not  in  your  insoluble  abs- 
tractions ; behold  actu  what  you  declare  impossible.’ 
Pointing  thus,  too,  he  equally  intimatas  to  narrow 
Materialism,  tliat  the  Beal  which  it  would  declare  the 
only,  is  inextricaUy  interwoven  with  the  Ideal  which 
it  would  deny ; or,  rather,  that  the  web  of  this  latter 
is  the  vital  all,  into  which  the  former  seems  to  be 
received  but  as  dead  and  inorganic  stuff,  and  against 
which  this  stuff,  as  what  cannot  be  named,  or  said,  or 
characterised,  is  veritably  as  nothing.  There  is  this 
variegated  universe ; that  is,  there  is  Identity  and 
Variety  : either  abstract  side  is  self-stultification  ; there 
is  but  the  concrete  both.  There  is  an  analogy  thus  in 
the  position  of  Hegel  to  that  of  Bishop  Butler.  The 
industry  of  the  latter  may  be  expressed  thus : ‘ You, 
Deists,  &c.,  find  our  Christianity  not  good  enough  for 
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your  high  intellectual  notions  (or,  say  with  Tlegel, 
abstractions)  ; but  look  to  the  actual — which  you  can- 
not deny — and  see  how  it  comports  itself  with  the 
same ! ’ In  this  comparison  the  advantage  is  all  on 
the  side  of  the  German,  however,  whose  argument 
makes  appeal  to  perfection,  and  not,  like  Butler’s,  to 
defect,  or  to  what  must  be  admitted  at  least  to  appear 
•such.  It  is  this,  indeed,  which  gives  an  air  of  special 
pleading  to  the  argument  of  Butler,  and  finally  negates 
it.  The  employment  of  German  as  above,  suggests, 
apropos  of  Languages,  an  illustration  of  the  Hegelian, 
or  what  we  may  call  the  Absolute  Method.  He  who 
would  ma.ster  a living  language,  let  him,  Firstly,  devour 
cart-loads  of  what  interests  him  in  it,  through  inter- 
linear translations.  Let  him.  Secondly,  with  his  own 
language  before  his  eyes,  shout  aloud  to  himself  tlie 
foreign  equivalents,  at  least  four  hours  daily,  and  for 
several  months.  Thirdly,  let  liim  hearken  to  the 
foreign  language  read  to  him,  let  him  tell  in  his  own 
words  (but  in  the  foreign  language)  what  he  has  heard 
read,  and  let  him — in  the  foreign  language,  of  course — 
converse  generally  with  the  reader.  These  are  the 
great  features  of  the  absolute  method  by  which  the 
modern  languages  may  be  more  or  less  perfectly 
acquired,  and  any  closer  discrimina  it  is  at  present 
not  necessary  to  mention.  The  reader  will  see  that 
the  three  moments  of  this  method  may  be  named 
respectively,  Hamiltonian,  OllendorfEan,  and  liobert- 
sonian,  — without,  however,  implying  that  what  is 
particular  to  these  names  perfectly  represents  the  mo- 
ments in  question  ; at  the  same  that  it  is  only  fair  to 
point  out  that  it  is,  as  usual,  the  second  moment  which 
contains  the  Arbeit,  the  labour, — and,  in  this  Ciise, 
certainly  the  bulk  of  the  mci’it.  Now  these  moments 
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are  bj'  no  means  incomplete  forms  of  those  of  tlie 
Notion.  Simple  Apprehension  is  tlie  first  moment — 
say  it  is  English  that  Avill  make  itself  French — it 
simply  takes  up  or  absorbs — tlie  French  disappears 
into  the  English,  and  exists  there  only  an  sich,  or  in 
j)Otentia.  Judgment,  dis-cermnent,  separation,  is  the 
second  moment — the  French  is  flung  out  from  the 
English  and  becomes  fur  sich  ; what  was  at  first  only 
potentially  vnplicit  in  the  English,  is  now  gesetet, 
ea-plicit,  realised  to  tongue  and  ear,  but  still  abstractly ; 
— the  two  fii’st  moments,  indeed,  are,  as  they  ought 
to  be,  abstract.  But  now  conies  the  concrete  moment, 
in  which  the  second  moment  is  reflected  into  the  first 
to  the  development  of  a concrete  living  actuality  ; or, 
as  it  is  here,  French  is  reflected  into  English,  so  that 
the  composite  is  equally  both.  An  English  which  is  at 
will  French,  and  a F rench  which  is  at  will  English — 
a fiiculty  or  power  which  is  an  und  fur  sich. 

A similar  illustration  we  pointed  out  already  in  the 
tenets  of  Comte.  Comte  hini-self  comiiletes  the  two 
first  moments  of  the  Notion,  in  the  forms  of  lleligion 
and  Metaphysic,  by  what  we  may  call  his  Empirical 
Eealism.  Empirical  Realism,  however,  is  not  a moment 
of  Reason,  but  of  the  renunciation  of  Reason ; it  is 
a falling  back  into  0)ie  of  the  abstractions — and  the 
coai-ser  one  too — into  one  of  the  sides  of  the  anti- 
thesis of  Understanding:  instead  of  an  advance  to  the 
moment  of  Reason,  it  is  a retrogression  to  a single 
one  of  the  differences  of  Judgment. — Of  course,  it  is 
unneccs.sarj"  to  notice  that  Comte  did  not,  and  could 
not,  bring  thus  together  his  own  expressions,  whose 
origin  was  but  empiricid  casualty ; neither  is  it  neces- 
saiy  to  point  out  that  the  two  former  moments  do  not 
belong  exclusively  to  past  times,  but  are  necessary 
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flexions  of  the  Notion  itself  in  all  time.  Not  Comte,  but 
Ilegel,  then,  shall  complete  for  us  the  triad  by  adding  to 
Eeligion  and  Metaphysic  his  own  Ideal  Eealism,  or  Eeal 
Idealism — which  very  plainly  is  a moment  of  Eeason, 
and  a concluding  moment  of  Eeason  in  that  sphere. 

Excellent  illustration  to  a like  effect  might  be  ob- 
tained from  Political  Economy,  a branch  of  science 
which  awaits  entire  transformation  from  the  introduc- 
tion into  it  of  the  Notion.  So  far  as  I know,  there  is 
but  one  allusion  to  Political  Economy  in  Hegel,  occur- 
ring in  his  contemptuous  remark  that  the  English  call 
Staats^vil•thschaft  Philosophy.  The  subject  involving  a 
certain  ampUtude  of  detail,  is  inadmissible  at  present, 
however.  We  may  say  this,  nevertheless,  that  Political 
Economy  is  but  one  of  the  moments  in  the  general 
movement  of  the  Aufkliirung,  and  that,  consequently, 
it  must  just  share  the  limits  and  conditions  and  charac- 
terisation in  general  of  that  movement.  This  obser- 
vation, short  as  it  is,  we  believe  to  throw  a flood  of 
light  on,  or  rather  quite  to  determine,  the  particular 
nature  and  authority  of  the  branch  of  science  in  ques- 
tion. At  present.  Political  Economy  is  in  its  hour  of 
strength,  and  also  in  its  hour  of  weakness ; that  is, 
it  has  reached  the  moment  of  Judgment  and  gone 
asunder  into  idle  abstractions.  The  whole  move- 
ment belongs,  indeed,  to  a moment  of  Judgment 
historically  presentant ; but  at  its  dawn  in  Ilume — 
for  it  is  absurd  to  extend  isolated  and  individual 
expressions  into  an  ex-post-facto  scope  beyond  their 
merely  contemporary  application,  and  to  see  this  sci- 
ence (viewed  strictl)’’  as  such)  rise,  ■whether  in  the 
Mercantile  system  of  Colbert,  or  in  the  Physiocratic 
system  of  Quesnay  (‘  Tableau  Economique,’  17.58), — at 
its  dawn  in  Hume  (1752),  a dawn  mainly  widened  l>y 
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Adam  Smith  (1776),  a plain,  honest,  solid,  faithful,  and 
excellent  faculty,  but  without  the  penetrative,  fertile, 
and  various  originality  of  Hume — it  occupied  relatively 
a sub-moment  of  simple  apprehension,  and  possessed 
much  more  concrete  tnith  than  it  manifests  now  in  its 
complete  efUorescence  of  abstraction.  Consider,  for 
exa"lnplc,  the  thiu  starched  ruffles  that  rise  now  into 
the  moral  sublime  over  such  empty  abstractions  as 
‘Demand  and  Supply,’  ‘Capital  will  find  its  own 
channels,’  &c.  &c. ! — Is  not  this  enough?  The  busi- 
ness of  National  Economy  is  to  secure  our  material 
supplies,  or  to  realise  stewardship  over  oim  material 
necessities — an  indispensably  necessary,  a firat  or  the 
first  fimction  in  every  community — well,  said  ruffles 
reach  the  moral  sublime  here,  too,  with — This  func- 
tion, the  Stewardship  of  the  Nation,  must  be  carefully 
guarded  from  the  Eational,  Universal,  or  True  Will, 
as  it  is  in  the  conjunct,  and  must  be  as  carefully  com- 
mitted to  the  Irrational,  Particular,  and  Sensuous  Will 
(otherwise  named  Self-wiU),  as  it  is  in  the  disjunct : in 
a word,  the  Stewardship  of  the  Nation  mast  be  saved 
fi’om  Reason  and  intrusted  to  Caprice ! A very  pretty 
abstraction  of  Judgment  this ! — just  that  abstraction 
which  expressly  constitutes  what  Ilegel  calls  Das  Bose, 
and  what  we  call  icronf],  evil,  sin,  crime  ! — ^In  short,  no 
interest  more  imperatively  demands  the  moment  of 
Reason — concrete  Reason — now-a-days,  than  that  of 
Politicid  Economy,  which,  through  the  extreme  of 
abstraction,  threatens  to  fall  bodily  ‘ on  the  other  ’ at 
jjresent,  and  dismember  universal  society.  Yet  we 
have  come  to  such  a pass  with  our  ‘advanced  thinkers,’ 
that  it  is  just  proper  prudence  for  all  of  us  nowadays 
to  give  in  a grave  adhesion  to  Demand  and  Supply, 
and  all  the  rest  of  them,  not  trusting  the  enemy  with 
the  slightest  opening  through  the  very  hint  of  a doubt. 
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I wonder  if  the  Times  ever  suffered  for  its  indiscretion 
at  the  commenceraent  of  the  cotton  dearth,  in  exclaim- 
ing that  the  law  of  supply  and  demand,  though  now 
evidently  false  in  the  concrete,  was  still  true  in  the 
abstract ! Did  the  Times  fail  to  consider,  then,  that 
Political  Economy  concerning  the  concrete  only,  truth 
in  the  abstract  would  be  to  it  but  a small  set-off  against 
the  ruin  of  the  science  in  its  concrete  falsehood  ? — But 
verily  the  remnants  of  the  Aufklarung,  if  we  but 
look  at  Political  Economy,  pelt  us  so  unmercifully — as 
shallowness  and  conceit  always  do — ^with  ‘ ignorance,’ 
that,  as  we  said,  a proper  prudence  orders  us  to  cry  as 
loudly  as  the  rest,  ‘ Long  live  the  conqueror !’  and  we 
do  our  best  to  stifle  our  laughter  even  when  we  see  the 
unique  Mr.  Buckle,  without  the  qualm  of  the  scruple 
of  a doubt,  but  with  ruffled  crop  well  swelled,  and 
outblo>vn  cheeks,  magnificently  advancing  to  mediate 
beticeen  mind  and  matter  through  what  he  calls  the 
laws,  and  we  the  abstractions,  of  Political  Economy! 
The  reader,  we  hope,  will  understand,  nevertheless, 
that  we  believe  in  a science  of  Political  Economy,  that 
we  consider  the  interest  involved  to  be  a primary 
nece,ssity,  and  that  we  call  as  loudly  as  any  for  the 
emancipation  of  industry  from  the  fetters  of  feudalism, 
rejoicing  also  as  sincerely  as  any  in  the  immense  and 
splendid  success  with  which  that  process  of  emanci- 
pation has  been  already  rewarded. 

The  abstract  vacuum  that  names  itself,  or  mis-names 
itself,  Political  Economy,  nowadays,  is,  it  is  only  fair 
to  remark,  not  without  its  reply  to  the  above  objection 
to  the  substitution  of  individual  caprice  for  general 
reason  in  this,  or  any  other  interest  of  humanity.  It 
has  been  found — this  is  the  burthen  of  the  answer — that 
free  individual  self-interest  is  the  best  steward  of  the 
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State,  and  that  ordinary  provisions  of  Police  suffice  to 
effect  the  nccessjiiy  control.  If  the  and  which  we 
liave  italicised  be  correct,  then  it  is  no  longer  the  Par- 
ticular but  the  Universal  Will  with  which  we  have  to 
do ; and,  again,  if  the  it  has  been  found  is  correct,  then 
there  is  an  end  of  any  objection  whatever.  It  is  to  be 
remarked,  however,  that  belief  in  sounding  abstrac- 
tions is  perhaps  the  most  characteristic  featui’e  of  the 
Auf kliirung : even,  when  at  any  time  self-convicted  of 
a blunder,  it  recovers  itself  again  by  clutching  to  some 
big  platitude — ‘ a wise  man  always,’ — ‘ a good  man 
never,’ — ‘ the  vidgar  and  the  ignorant,’ — ‘ but  a well- 
regulated  undei'sUmding,’  &c.  &c. ; just  as  it  is  the 
sublime  of  wisdom  in  Dr.  Hugh  Blair  to  repeat  and 
re-repeat  over  a thousand  pages,  ‘practise  all  virtue, 
avoid  all  vice — practise  all  virtue,  avoid  all  vice ! ’ 
This  it  has  been  found,  we  have  to  fear,  then,  is  but 
one  of  these  big-sounding  abstractions ; nay,  its  own 
and  contains  its  own  refutixtion.  By  this  and  Self-will 
is  declared  to  be  not  perfectly  free  Self-will,  but  self- 
will  under  control  of — a form  of — that  is,  ju.st — 
Beason ! This  concedes  the  whole  question ; for  if 
you  grant  the  smallest  end  or  part  of  the  wedge 
Eeiuson,  you  will  find  yourself  destitute  of  any  power 
of  resistance  to  my  introduction  of  the  whole.  You 
say,  for  example,  not  only  is  Police  to  be  made  an 
affair  of  the  State,  but  even  such  intei’ests  as  those  of 
Education  or  the  mere  cfirrying  of  our  letters  are  not 
to  be  intrusted  to  individual  self-interest,  but  must  be 
reserved  for  the  assignments  of  universal  will : you  say 
this,  and  you  wish  to  stop  there ; but  who  so  wroth  as 
you  when  certain  Theological  Expositors  assert  their 
own  exposition  to  be  tlie  exposition  idtimate,  the  expo- 
sition final,  the  exposition  absolute? — and  yet  these 
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expositors  do  no  more  than  you  yourselves ! You  see, 
then,  or  ought  to  see — for,  indeed,  further  exposition 
were  but  a fuss  of  words — that  when  you  call  for  indi- 
vidual self-interest,  hut  under  edge  of  the  small  end  of 
Ileason,  you  have  virtually  effected  at  once  a complete 
suppression  of  self-interest  or  the  Particular  Will,  and  a 
co'mplete  introduction  of  Reason  or  the  Universal  Will; 
— in  other  words,  Political  Economy  is  an  affair  of  the 
State,  and  not  of  the  Individual ; or  it  is  not  an  affair  of 
free  individual  self-interest  as  such,  but  of  free  indi- 
vidual self-interest  in  the  sense  that  it  is  free,  or  that  it 
has  been  free'd  (from  self-will,  that  is)  by  the  decern- 
ments  of  Reason,  of  the  Universal  Will,  of  the  State. 

Remark  2. 

There  is  matter  in  this  short  note  which  your 
common  writer  could  not  have  kept  himself  from 
troicelling  over  an  entire  treatise,  perhaps. — The  ordi- 
naiy  view,  religious  or  other,  of  the  transitoriness  of 
all  finite  existence,  is  with  much  subtle  depth  of  truth 
identified  Avith  Idealism : even  the  water  of  Thales,  as 
principle  of  all  things,  had  the  force  of  Ideality.  On 
one  side,  the  principle,  as  sublating  the  moments,  and, 
on  the  other,  the  moments,  as  sublatcd  in  the  principle, 
may  be  regarded  as  ideel. 

Mental  conception,  as  opposed  to  external  reality,  is 
what  is  usually  regarded  as  the  ideal  side  or  element ; 
and  certainly,  consciousness,  seeing  that  it  sublates  or 
takes  up  all  matter  into  itself — or,  what  is  the  same 
thing,  seeing  that  all  its  matter  is  sublated  into  it,  and 
only  so  for  it — is  the  true  Idealist.  This  position  is  that 
of  subjective  Idealism,  which  insists  on  its  own  con- 
ceptive  form,  in  opposition  to  the  matter  Avhich  presents 
itself  in  that  form.  But  with  such  Idealism,  there  is 
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neither  loss  nor  gain — as  regards  the  matter,  that  is. 
Thei'e  is  no  loss,  f*r,  despite  the  form,  there  is  the 
matter ; and,  in  a higher  sense,  there  is  no  loss,  for  the 
truth  is  still  supposed  to  lie  in  tlie  abstracting  from 
this  matter  as  that  which  is  not  the  true  Li-itself  or 
Principle.  Again,  there  is  no  gahi,  just  because  tliere 
is  no  loss,  or  because  this  matter  remains  there — in  me, 
if  you  wiU — just  as  real,  and  at  the  same  time  just  as 
finite — that  is,  as  unsatisfactory  and  as  unaccounted 
for  — as  ever.  To  remove  one  Jiniiy,  that  of  the 
antithesis  of  subject  and  object,  docs  not  remove  the 
other  innumerable  unreconciled  or  unresolved  finities 
which  attach  still  to  the  matter  (or  object),  whatever 
be  its  true  relation  of  identity  at  bottom  to  the  form 
(or  subject).  The  reader  may  profitobly  see  here  again 
the  genuine  thinker  and  the  spurious.  To  Hegel  tlie 
relation  of  object  and  subject  is — as  regards  the  true 
business  in  hand — but  as  the  veriest  particle ; to  Sir 
WiUiam  Hamilton  this  relation  is  the  whole,  totum  et 
rotundum,  and  he  fills  his  whole  world  with  clamour 
about  the  Cosmothetic  Idealist,  the  Presentative  Realist, 
&c.  &c.,  as  if  the  mode  in  which  the  outward  is  re- 
garded as  connected  with  the  inward  alone  constituted 
Philosophy,  and  as  if  the  distinguishing  with  Greek 
Predicates  of  aU  such  modes,  actual  or  possible,  were 
Philosophising ! — The  nature  of  the  necessity  which 
Hegel  sees  is  indicated  here  : he  would  begin  with 
the  acknowledged  first  finity,  and  proceeding  resolv- 
ingly  through  the  whole  series,  at  length  wmd  aU  up 
together  as  a whole  into  the  one  Infinite,  the  Abso- 
lute Spiiit.  What  a vast  difference  there  hes  between 
this  gigantic  enterprise  and  the  single  question.  Is  the 
object  I,  or  is  it  another  than  I? — or,  rather,  how  shall 
we  name  in  Greek  the  different  answers  ? 
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It  may  be  worth  while  in  simple  summary  now  to 
review  the  ground  over  which  we  have  just  passed. — 
Well,  Being  is  that  .which  is  when  all  distinction  is 
abstracted  from ; it  is,  therefore,  that  which  indefinitely 
is;  it  is  the  indefinite  \Vhat,  the  indefinite  here  and 
always,  the  indefinite  immediate;  or — what  all  this 
just  amounts  to — it  is  the  indefinite  First  and  Simple. 
But,  being  indefinite,  it  is  no  more  nor  less  than  No- 
thing ; for,  in  an  actual  definite  existence  — as  the 
thinker  always  is — Notliing  is  no  more  and  no  less 
than  that  abstraction  from  aU  definiteness  (distinction, 
difference)  which  Being  is.  In  short.  Being  and  Nothing 
are  each  simply  the  void  faculty,  and  whichever  we 
assume.  Being  or  Nothing,  the  faculty  accompanies  it, 
and  cannot  be  prevented  from  accompanying  it. — This 
faculty,  however,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  specially 
mine,  or  yours,  or  his : it  is  to  be  regarded  as  the 
Absolute  faculty,  both  yours  and  mine  and  his,  and  yet 
that  faculty  in  relation  to  which  mine  or  yours  or  his 
is  but  as  a meinung,  an  opinion — but  as  a tint,  a shade, 
a reflexion : at  the  same  time,  nevertheless,  tint,  shade, 
reflexion  is  not  without  its  o^vn  necessity.  This  facidty 
is  the  conceived  principle  and  principium  of  all  that 
is  ; and  in  reference  to  such  principle,  a beginning  only 
can  be  effected  by  abstracting  from  all  its  differences, 
by  returning  to  its  own  simple  abstract  identity — and 
that  is  Being : but  simple  abstract  identity  as  dis- 
tinction-less is  Nothing — in  fact,  in  every  instance  when 
we  say  Nothing,  it  is  simply  this  distinction-less  abstract 
identity  we  mean. — All  this  is  veiy  striking : it  is  the 
nature  of  thought  to  demand  a principle  ; but,  if  it  but 
look  at  what  that  must  be  which  it  demands,  it  will 
find  that  the  principle  can  be  but  the  abstraction  from 
the  difference,  or  the  Identity.  This  is  of  universal 
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application.  Just  so  situated  is  the  Beginning;  it  is 
abstraction  from  Difference  up  to  Identity,  and  there 
i.s  no  f urther  back  for  it.  These  few  thouglits  have  tliat 
in  tliem  to  alter  all  human  reflexion,  and  so  all  human 
industiy  at  present. — This  abstraction,  then,  which  a 
Beginning  necessitates,  is  just  Being  [What  is)  gone 
over  into  Nothing  ; and  this  is  but  a literal  expression 
of  the  state  of  the  case.  But  it  is  equally  literally  true 
that  it  is  Nothing  which  has  gone  into  Being ; for  in 
this  abstraction  it  is  Nothing  now  that  is.  But  what 
does  this  amount  to  ? — There  is  a definite  existence  ; 
of  that  definite  existence  there  is  necessarily  an  eternal 
or  infinite  principle  which  is,  was,  and  ever  will  be — 
no  abstraction  can  destroy  it,  therefore : in  this  abstrac- 
tion, then,  which  is  characterised  as  Notliing,  there  is 
still  Being.  Well,  then,  reach  this  abstraction  in  reality 
as  an  actual  beginning,  or — what  is  the  same  thing — 
reach  it  in  thought,  there  is  a traffic  in  actual  operation 
in  which  Being  is  seen,  so  to  speak,  to  Beingate  No- 
thing, and  Nothing  to  Nothingate  Being  ; but  the  one 
result  is  the  formal  definition  of  Origin,  and  the  other 
of  Decease  ; both  are  Becoming,  and  further.  Being  and 
Nothing  blent,  are  beent  distinction,  Daseyn,  Entity  or 
aughtness,  sublunarine.ss,  mortal  state. — Or,  to  take  the 
abstraction  in  another  manner  — in  every  case,  the 
principle,  the  faculty,  is  still  presupposed:  Being,  then, 
the  faculty,  and  Nothing,  its  contained  matter,  or — 
view  equally  true — Nothing,  the  faculty,  and  Being,  its 
contained  matter  — these  are  identical,  but  also  ab- 
solutely distinguished  ; and  the  distinction  is  just  that 
of  Form  and  Filling.  We  can  thus  get  a glimpse  even 
here  of  a main  Hegelian  doctrine — tlmt  Form  and  Fill- 
ing, or  that  outer  and  inner,  are  the  same.  TVTiat  were 
the  Form  without  the  Filling,  the  Filling  without  tlie 
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Form?  Tlie  Filling  i.s  what  the  Form  i.s  ; the  Fonn  is 
the  Filling.  Being  and  Nothing  arc  thus  the  crudest 
example  of  the  negative  reference  to  Self. — But  tliis 
intermovement  is  in  Seyn  ; it  is  Werden — the  trans- 
ition of  what  is  to  what  is  not,  and  again  of  what  is  not 
to  wdiat  is. 

This  process,  then,  of  Being  passing  into  Nothing, 
and  tnce  versil,  is  Becoming — a unit  in  which  both 
Nothing  and  Being  are.  Being  becoming  Nothing 
is  Decease ; while  Nothing  becoming  Being  is  Origin. 
Becoming  thus,  between  the  two  directions  of  origin 
and  decease,  is  sisted  into  Become.  But  what  has  become 
is  determinate,  or  it  contains  at  once  Eeality  and  Nega- 
tion, the  union  of  which  constitutes  what  we  mean  by 
Something. 

But  Something  is  its  own  negative  ; even  in  its  very 
self-reference,  or  reflexion  into  Self,  it  just  by  that 
virtually  excludes  itself — that  is,  as  another.  Or  the 
reference  to  self  is  negative  of  that  element  named  by 
Kant  the  manifold,  and  which  we  may  name  the  variety 
— what  is  self-reference,  indecxi,  if  not  just  sublation, 
negation,  of  the  variety  ? — this  variety,  then,  is  another 
in  general  to  this  unity — and  thus  in  its  very  notion 
Something  of  itself  alters  itself,  others  itself.  Or  Some- 
thing is  the  negation  of  its  own  determinateness,  which 
latter  is  to  it  relatively  other ; or  Something  as  dis- 
tinguishable Something  implies  other  in  it,  by  which, 
but  also  from  which,  it’ is  distinguished. 

Something  and  Other,  then, — each  is  Something,  and 
each  is  relatively  Other.  True,  the  otKer  is  a distinction 
indiflerent  to  either  in  its  own  self ; it  is  external  to  both, 
it  falls  out  of  both,  though  it  is  constituted  by  the  ex- 
ternal reference  of  the  one  to  the  other.  Belonging, 
then,  to  neither,  it  may  be  isolated  and  considered  by 
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itself.  But,  thus  considered,  it  presents  itself  as  the 
abstract  other,  the  other  as  other,  or  evidently  the  other 
of  itself  Physical  Nature  is  such  other ; it  is  the  other 
of  Spirit ; its  nature,  then,  is  a mere  relativity,  in  which, 
not  an  inherent  quality,  but  a mere  outer  relation  is 
expressed.  Spirit,  then,  is  the  true  Something,  and 
Nature  is  what  it  is  only  as  opposed  to  Spirit  The 
quality  of  Nature,  then,  isolated  and  viewed  apart,  is 
just  that  it  is  the  other  as  other — is  that  which  exists 
externally  to  its  own  self  (in  Space,  Time,  &c.). 

The  other  by  itself  is  the  other  in  itself,  the  other  of 
itself  and  so  evidently  the  other  of  the  other.  It  is  the 
absolutely  self-disparate,  self-discrepanf  self-imequal 
principle — it  is  the  absolute  odd.  It  is  the  self-negating 
or  the  self-changing  principle.  But  even  in  its  changes 
it  remains  self-identical,  for  it  is  other,  and  ichat  it 
changes  to  is  other.  Change,  then,  for  this  principle 
is  mere  reflexion  into  its  own  self  with  resolution  of 
otherness. 

But  Something  is  in  itself  as  counter  what  it  is  for 
other.  Being-in-self  and  Being-for-other  are  the  two 
moments  that  constitute  the  Something.  The  one  is, 
as  it  were,  the  constitutive,  and  the  other  the  defining, 
element.  The  Being-for-other  is  the  negating  element; 
it  is  not  for  itself,  it  is  for  the  production  of  the  other; 
and  yet  it  is  the  other,  and  without  it  the  other  could 
not  be — neither  for  it  nor  for  itself.  This  otherness  in 
the  Something — which  is  not  the  Something  and  which 
is  the  Something — one  with  it  and  not  one  with  it  (I 
am,  if  you  lop  off  a leg) — contained  in  it  and  separated 
from  it — is  not  so  much  other  to  it,  then,  as  rather  its 
Being-for-other.  But  in  the  unity  of  Something,  both 
are  in  absolute  unity  with  each  other,  or  each  in  its 
own  self  involves  and  implies  the  other.  Both  are  of  a 
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derivative  or  dependent  nature ; for  each  is  constituted 
by  reflexion  from  itself  to  the  other,  and  from  the 
other  to  itself,  and  each  is  itself  as  not  being  the  other. 
Or  each  reflects  to  the  other,  and  is  constituted  by 
reflexion  from  the  other.  But  what  Something  is  for 
other,  that  is  in  the  Something ; or  it  is  in  it  to  be  so 
and  so  for  other.  What,  then,  it  is  thus  for  other  be- 
longs to  its  In-itself,  to  its  own  genuine  intrinsic  worth. 
This  consideration  points  to  the  true  nature  of  the 
Kantian  and  common  Thing-in-itself.  To  attempt  to 
predicate  what  a thing  in  itself  is,  at  the  same  time 
that  all  predicates  (Being-for-othcr)  are  to  be  excluded 
from  it,  is  simply  the  self-stultification  of  utter  thought- 
lessness. 

As  yet  the  evolution  is  in  itself-,  or  under  Seyn 
(Being)  the  members  appear,  not  relative,  but  inde- 
pendent, the  notion,  as  yet,  being  but  impliciter:  in 
other  spheres  relation  or  correlation  increases — but  we 
are  here  stepping  too  close  for  a mere  retrospect. 

We  have  seen,  then,  the  successive  and  consequent 
evolution  of  Being,  Nothing,  Becoming,  Origin,  Decease, 
Become-ness  or  Ness-ness,  EeaUty,  Negation,  Some- 
thing, Being-for-self,  and  Being-for-other.  Now,  what 
Something  is  for  other,  being  reflected  into  the  In-itself 
of  the  Something,  constitutes  that  Something’s  Qualifi- 
cation or  appointed  nature  ; while  what  Something  is 
for  other,  being  reflected  apart  from  the  In-itself,  con- 
stitutes that  Something’s  Talification,  or  its  assertion  of 
itself  as  against  other.  But  in  this  assertion,  it  at  once 
is  and  is  not — a definition  which  is  identical  with  that 
of  Limit.  But  Something  in  reference  to  its  Limit  is  a 
To-be-to,  or  its  Limit  is  Limitation.  Again,  as  To-be- 
to,  it  is  beyond  its  Limitation,  and  passes  into  Infinitude. 
Infinitude  as  opposed  to  Finitude  is  the  spurious,  as 
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reconciled  with  Finitude  the  true,  Infinite ; and  the 
true  Infinite  is  tliat  which  is  by  and  for  itself,  or  Being- 
for-self. 

Suppose,  now,  we  repeat  this  evolution,  but  expressly 
accompanied  by  the  logical  moments  which  have  pro- 
duced it,  it  may  stand  thus  : 

The  most  absolutely  abstract  object,  filling,  matter, 
or  intent  (Inhalt)  of  Simple  Apprehension,  is  Being. 
To  Judgment  now — that  would  discriminate,  differen- 
tiate, dis-cern — this  Being  is  Nothing ; while  to  Reason, 
on  the  other  hand,  both  must  fall  together  into  Becom- 
ing, as  the  only  truth.  What  is  Becoming  to  Reason,  is 
now  again  to  Simple  Apprehension  the  other  of  it,  or 
Bc-come.  What  is  Become  parts  before  Judgment 
into  Reality  and  Negation.  Reason,  which  rcllected 
Nothing  into  Being  to  the  development  of  Becoming, 
reflects  now  Negation  into  Reahty  to  the  development 
of  Something.  The  Something  of  Reason  is  to  Simple 
Apprehension  the  other  of  it,  that  is,  another,  or 
simply  Otlier.  To  Judgment  the  Other  breaks  into 
what  it  is  in  itself  and  what  it  is  for  other.  Reason  now 
again  reflects  the  Being-for-other  into  the  Being-for- 
self,  and  the  Qualification  (in  the  sense  of  characteristic 
function  or  quality)  arises.  Qualification  to  Simple 
Apprehension  is  the  other  of  it,  or  it  is  Talification. 
Talification  falls  asunder  before  Judgment  into — let  us 
say  at  once,  in  order  not  to  stop  now — Action  and  Re- 
action. Reason  reflects  reaction  into  action,  and  Limit 
results.  The  Limit  to  Simple  Apprehension  is  its  other, 
or  (say)  Faculty.  Faculty  separates  under  Judgment 
into  a To-be-to  and  a Limitation.  Reason,  reflecting  the 
Limitation  into  the  To-be-to,  gives  birth  to  the  Infinite. 
Before  Simple  Apprehension  the  Infinite  is  but  Finite, 
and  the  Finite  to  Judgment  becomes  the  spurious  Infi- 
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nite,  or  an  irreconcilable  antagonism  of  Finite  and 
Lifinite.  Reason,  lastly,  reflecting  Finite  unto  Infinite, 
there  emerges  the  true  Infinite,  or  the  Fiirsichseyn, 
which  is  its  own  other  to  Simple  Apprehension,  or  the 
One — and  so  on. 

Tlie  reflective  reader  may  see  here  a good  reason  for 
Hegel’s  reticence — may  come  now  to  understand  how 
it  was  that,  like  another  Prospero,  he  broke  ‘ his  staff,’ 
and,  ‘ deeper  than  did  ever  plummet  sound,’  drowned, 
not  ‘his  book,’  but  the  receipt  that  made  it.  We 
allude,  of  course,  to  the  changes  introduced  above 
into  the  Hegelian  scheme — changes  which,  in  some 
respects,  seem  to  render  the  transitions  easier  and 
more  consistent,  and  which,  if  carried  out  at  length 
in  a discussion  as  full  as  that  of  Hegel  himself,  would 
necessitate  the  addition  of  a great  deal  of  matter. — 
Hegel,  probably,  then  just  feared  that  this  would  be  the 
result  of  a revelation  of  his  formula — that  every  puny 
whipster,  that  is,  would  introduce  his  own  innovations 
— and  that  the  world  woidd  become  disgusted  by  an 
endless  clamour  rung,  and  he  himself  just  utterly  stulti- 
fied. That  Hegel  was  right,  if  so  fearing  he  so  acted, 
the  immediate  result  will  probably  soon  prove  now ! 

A remark  or  two  on  some  of  the  proposed  changes 
may  be  here  in  place.  To  ask  for  the  abstract  object 
of  Simple  Apprehension  is  certainly  the  directest  way 
in  which  we  can  reach  pure  Being  or  Seyn ; and  the 
reflexion  of  the  second  moment  into  the  first,  so  as  to 
infect,  if  we  may  say  so,  the  negation  of  the  one  by 
the  beingness  of  the  other,  is  perhaps  the  shortest  way 
to  the  dialectic  method.  That  the  object  of  Reason 
when  transferred  to  Simple  Apprehension  should  become 
just  its  other,  is  an  assignment  at  lea.st  in  harmony,  not 
oidy  with  the  general  manner  of  Hegel,  but  with  the 
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nature  of  tlie  case,  and  it  certainly  seems  to  bring  with 
it  its  own  recommendations.  Hegel’s  own  transition, 
for  example,  to  other  in  his  Something  and  Other,  seems 
quite  irregular,  and  not  in  obedience  to  the  regular 
march  of  the  notional  moments.  In  Hegel,  too,  the 
extrication  of  Become  from  Becoming  evidently  neces- 
sitates on  his  part  an  unusual  exertion,  nor  one  quite 
satisfactory  either.  Again,  ^ the  section  devoted  to 
Qualification,  Talification,  and  Limit  is  very  confused 
sus  it  stands,  and  can  be  justified  only  by  suggesting 
that  now  or  here  in  a very  intense  fonn  we  are  in  a 
moment  of  judgment,  and  the  differences  all  fall  out 
of  each  other : but  surely  the  consistency,  clearness, 
and  ea.se  introduced  by  the  innovation  proposed  have 
the  advantage  by  much  of  any  such  suggestion.  Then, 
again,  the  Ee-extrication  of  the  moments  out  of  Tali- 
fication and  in  higher  potentiation,  as  Action  and  Re- 
action, seems  to  introduce  not  only  formal,  but  material 
advantages.  Of  course,  we  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
Action  and  Reaction  are  the  proper  names  of  the 
moments  extricated — these  names  occur  much  more 
consistently  further  on  in  the  development,  and  they 
must  be  certahily  replaced  here  by  others  of  a much 
more  abstract  nature.  But  a very  near  peep  into  the 
actual  operations  of  Hegel  may  be  obtained  by  con- 
sidering what  has  occurred  here.  What  has  occurred 
here,  indeed, — the  reader  may  depend  on  it, — occurred 
often  to  Hegel  himself ; and  he,  too,  h.ad  to  hunt  often 
enough  for  abstract  new  tenns  by  which  to  replace  the 
old  ones  which  had  in  the  first  instance  suggested  them- 
selves. Inherent  and  relative,  for  example,  must  have 
occurred  a thousand  times  to  him,  and  been  a thousand 
times  replaced. — Faculty,  of  course,  also,  is  here  only 
for  the  nonce,  and  requires  to  be  set  aside  for  something 
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more  abstract.  I cannot  help  thinking,  however,  that 
were  Talification,  limit,  To-be-to,  Limitation,  Finite, 
Infinite,  &c.,  entirely  re-thought  and  in  subjection  to 
the  new  scheme  proposed,  there  would  result  very 
great  improvements  to  the  Hegelian  Logic.  The  Fiir- 
sichseyn  of  Eeason  becoming  to  Simple  Apprehension 
One,  must  prove  sufficiently  pleasing  to  any  student 
really  interested  in  Hegel. 

That  Hegel  has  really  been  guided  by  the  moments 
of  the  Notion,  must,  we  should  think,  be  patent  to 
everyone.  In  the  general  sj'stem,  the  Logic  is  but 
the  whole  matter  or  Intent,  the  whole  object  of  Simple 
Apprehension  in  abstracto  — and  so  is  it  that  the 
Logic  really  demonstrates  and  presents  before  us  the 
Thing-in-itself.  Nature  is  the  object  of  Judgment  in 
abstracto,  or  it  is  the  Notion  gone  into  difference  as 
such,  or  it  is  all  the  moments  of  the  Thing-in-itself 
fallen  into  outwardness.  Or  it  is  abstractly  Difference, 
the  Other,  as  Logic  was  abstractly  Identity  or  the 
Thing-in-itself.  The  Spirit  is  the  concrete  moment  of 
Eeason — it  is  the  concrete  Totality — in  which  both 
of  the  abstract  moments  meet  and  realise  themselves, 
though,  at  the  same  time,  they  are  to  be  regarded  as 
only  ideel  in  it  It — the  Spirit — is,  absolutely,  the  only 
truth.  But  Logic,  though  constituting  as  a whole  but 
the  moment  of  Simple  Apprehension,  must  submit  its 
subdivisions  to  the  entire  virtue  of  the  triune  Notion. 
Accordingly,  it  falls  firstly  into  Being,  Essentity,  and 
Notion ; and  a little  reflection  will  show  that  these  are 
objects  respectively  of  Simple  Apprehension,  Judg- 
ment, and  Eeason ; or  they  are  respectively  mo- 
ments of  Identity,  Difference,  and  Totality.  Being, 
again,  though  as  a whole  very  specially  a moment  of 
Simple  Apprehension,  follows  also  in  its  own  proper 
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subdivisions  the  flexions  of  the  Notion;  or  we  have 
Quality,  Quantity,  and  Measixre.  Here  Quantity  is  very 
eminently  mere  Difference,  or  it  is  but  the  externality 
of  Quahty,  while  Measure  reunites  both.  Then  the 
divisions  of  Quality  are  Being,  There-being,  and  Being- 
for-self,  in  which  forms  the  type  of  the  Notion  is  too 
evident  to  require  comment.  The  reader,  however, 
may  profitably  ask  liimself,  why  do  Seyn,  Nichts,  and 
Werden  absolutely  distribute  the  absolutely  first  mo- 
ment, &c.  ? The  Differences  will  always  be  found  to 
stand  for  the  Particular  ; their  reflexion  into  an  inde- 
finite all  constitutes  the  Universal ; and  their  negative 
reflexion  into  unity  constitutes  also  the  Singular  : con- 
sider Daseyn,  Seyn,  and  FUrsichseyn ! Of  Seyn  as  Seyn, 
is  it  possible  to  say  more  than  it  is,  it  is  not,  it  comes 
to  be,  it  ceases  to  be,  it  always  becomes  ? At  all  events, 
is  Sejni  ever  anything  else  to  Simple  Apprehension? 
Simple  Apprehension  is  always  a moment  of  indefinite 
An  sich,  or  to  it  the  variety  is  always  reflected  into  an 
indefinite  unity.  With  Judgment,  the  function  of 
understanding  proper  begins  : there  is  an  attempt  to 
think  the  object ; which  being  thought,  breaks  up  into 
its  differences.  In  this  moment,  then,  the  object  is  no 
longer  an  sich,  it  is  fur  sich  in  the  sense  that  it  goes 
before  itself  in  the  state  of  Anders-seyn,  of  otherwise- 
being. As  regards  the  three  moments  used  distribu- 
tively  under  Judgment,  we  can  justify  them  by  saying 
that  the  Difference  is  successively  apprehended,  judged, 
and  reasoned.  The  action  of  Simple  Apprehension  is 
always  as  Unmittclbar  or  immediate,  that  of  Judgment 
is  as  Mittelbar  or  mediate : .so  it  is  that  the  object  of 
the  one  has  always  the  virtue  of  Seyn,  of  Beingness, 
in  it,  while  that  of  Judgment  is  as  much  led  by  the 
virtue  of  Nichts  or  Negation. 
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But  tliose  circumstances  of  Fonn  become  Fomalities, 
empty,  barren,  wearisome,  when  unduly  dwelt  on  ; and 
attention  may  be  profitably  tyrned  in  conclusion  to  the 
importance  of  the  matter  discussed—  quite  apart  from 
the  form. 

The  first  material  lesson  of  Hegel  attaches  to  the 
mere  words.  We  are  all  apt  to  use  our  words  vaguely ; 
but  Hegel  forces  us,  as  it  were,  to  look  into  their  very 
bellies.  It  is  unnecessary  to  quote  examples ; all  the 
technical  terms  of  Hegel  are  such — or  we  may  say, 
indeed,  that  his  whole  siieech  is  but  one  long  and 
perfect  example.  This  is  a matter  of  the  most  essential 
inqiortance,  and  an  indi.spcnsable  preliminary  to  all 
thought  proper.  Even  in  this,  Hegel,  as  a philosopher, 
has  gone  boldly  to  tlie  front,  and  has  attempted  to  re- 
move in  his  own  ease,  and  in  the  whole  case  generally, 
the  oldest  and  most  tenacious  objection  which  lies 
against  riiilosophy, — that,  namely,  which  is  drawn  from 
the  ambiguity  of  language. 

Again,  throughout,  the  reader  must  find  himself  exer- 
cised in  such  a power  at  once  of  abstraction  and  of 
distinction  as  must  infinitely  improve  his  own  dis- 
crimination for  all  time  to  come.  As  regards  informa- 
tion, surely  that  is  not  wanting,  when  we  consider  all 
that  has  been  said  in  regard  to  Parmenides,  Heraclitus, 
Buddliism,  Spinoza,  Kant,  Jacobi,  the  general  question 
of  transition,  tlie  attributes  of  God,  the  necessary  in- 
volution of  the  negative,  the  immense  affirmative 
function  of  the  negative,  the  conditions  of  creation,  the 
constitution  of  Pantheism,  the  nature  of  common  sense 
to  be  fore-thickened  and  fore-occupied  by  its  own  fixed 
abstractions,  the  crude  figurate  conception,  certain 
{X)ints  of  morals.  Idealism,  &c.  These  are,  for  the 
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most  part,  but  incidental  topics,  yet  tlicy  involve  much 
and  very  momentous  matter. 

But  the  main  thing  which  ive  have  to  see  here  is — 
the  beginning  at  length,  and  the  realisation  of  Philo- 
sophy. Philosophy,  in  the  Notion,  has  reached  a scientific 
principle,  and  must  henceforth,  consequently,  be  reputed 
the  most  rigorously  scientific  of  all  the  Sciences.  We 
do  not  assist  here  either  at  the  ordinary  uncertiorated, 
unsecured,  miscellaneous  process  of  pro-and-con  reason- 
ment,  pro-and-con  remark  ; but  we  sit  before  a neces- 
sarj'  evolution,  and — as  Kant  declared  the  essence  of 
pliilosophy — in  abutracto,  and  simply  look  on.  Wliat 
we  see  is  the  Notion,  and  the  Notion  in  its  own  move- 
ment, the  Notion  describing  by  its  own  necessity  the 
articulated  series  of  its  own  constitutive  forms.  The 
first,  the  unexjilicated  Notion,  the  beginning,  is  Being, 
the  indefinite  Immediate,  but — seeing  that  we  are  here 
— Being  that  is  in  itself  definite.  But  the  absolutely 
first  indefinite,  or  indefinite  Fimt,  is  Nothing ; and — 
again  seeing  that  toe  are  here — no  other  Notliing  than 
tliis  Nothing  is  even  possible.  But  the  Notion  that 
reflects  again  on  Being  as  counter  this  Nothing,  is 
already  Becoming — is  already,  indeed.  Become.  This, 
in  truth,  constitutes  all  that  a beginning  or  the  begin- 
ning can  be.  ■ . 

Then,  again.  Determinateness — is  not  that  completely 
thought  out,  with  the  evolution,  too,  of  many  suqirising 
results  ? Doterminateness  is  the  aflirmative  thing  it  is, 
very  much  because  of  negation.  Other  is  negation ; 
and  how  could  anything  be  cognisable  unless  by  other 
in  it,  or  otherwise-being,  otherwise-ness  ? Identity  itself 
must  have  Diflercnce,  otherwise  it  were  a null.  Is 
Fonn  possible  without  Matter  H What  is  there,  is  but 
an  entelecheia  of  these  : these  are  but  its  abstract  dis- 
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tinctions,  its  elementary  di.stinctions ; and  tliey  are  those 
of  the  ^fotion,  and  always  the  same  though  in  a thou- 
sand forms.  What  is  Matter  but  just  Identity — now 
for  itself,  or  to  itself  ? Matter  Ls  but  its  other — the  other 
of  Identity,  that  is — in  which  other  it  is  for  itself.  But 
identity  for  itself  is  just  identity  in  its  dif-ference.  That 
Identity  by  its  own  very  necessity  involves  Dillercnce, 
to  show  by,  as  it  were — is  not  this  a thouglit,  a category, 
not  in  me  or  you,  but  deep,  necessary,  universal  in  the 
natm'e  of  existence  itself?  And  existence — what  else 
is  existence  but  the  spectacle,  the  exhibition  of  these 
categories  ? Immediate  must  become  mediate — that  is, 
no  longer  in  itself,  but  through  another.  These  are 
not  mere  formalities — they  are  material  truths,  and  the 
most  material.  Through  them  it  is  that  Hegel  pro- 
cures us  a glimpse  into  the  veiy  deejis  of  Being.  The 
same  strain  is  but  continued  in  Qualification  and  Talifi- 
cation,  Finite  and  Infinite  ; and  the  result  is  really  to 
show  us  the  principles  of  our  own  existence,  as  it  were 
the  pillars  of  the  universe.  The  truth  all  through  is, 
that  opposition  is  but  reference  ; that  ‘ the  one  moment 
docs  not  sublate  in  an  external  fashion  the  other,  but 
that  each  sublates  itself  in  itself,  and  is  in  its  own  self 
the  contrary  of  itself.’  Identity  and  Difference,  Form 
and  Matter,  have  just  demonstrated  themselves  so. 
WTiat  we  see,  then,  is  that  all  differences,  as  but  first 
negations,  negate  themselves  into  the  one  whole  that  is 
— and  this  is  the  Truth,  this  is  the  Absolute.  The  first 
Seyn  is  in  itself  determinate,  and  goes  over  into  Daseyn, 
finite  Being,  the  series  of  its  own  Finities,  which  returns 
into  its  OAvn  single  constituent  Self — and  that  is  the 
Fiirsichseyn.  The  Universal  is  the  Particular,  and  the 
Particular  is  the  Singular.  Suppose  Water  the  Abso- 
lute : abstracting  from  the  host  of  outer  things — its 
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cliflercnces,  we  have  pure  Being,  the  pure  Universal  ; 
but  in  itself  it  is  diflerentiated,  and  we  know  it  is ; it 
goes  over,  therefore,  into  its  Particular — all  these  out- 
ward things  we  see : but  they  again  are  it,  they  aid 
idiiell  in  it ; it  therefore  is  the  Flirsichseyn,  the  one 
concrete  Singular.  We  have  used  Water  here  in  illustra- 
tion ; but  our  old  figurate  conception,  the  Voice,  would 
apply  still  better.  The  Voice  abstractly  is  the  Universal, 
Pure  Being,  Identity,  &c. ; but  it  must  pass  over  into 
its  Particular,  its  Difference,  its  Daseyn — and  that  is  its 
inherent  scale  or  compass,  its  native  or  inherent  imple- 
ment of  notes  ; but  these  again  coalesce  and  constitute 
the  concrete  Singular  which  is,  and  that  is  the  Voice. — 
In  all  this,  the  immortality  of  the  subject  is  really  un- 
plied. One  would  think,  then,  that  the  matter  of  what 
we  have  seen  is  certainly  not  in  any  respect  less  than 
the  form. 

There  is  considerable  assonance  in  all  this  to  much 
that  is  Neo-Platonic — a matter  which,  as  Hegel  him- 
self remarks,  might  be  as  appropriately  named  Nco- 
Aristotehan.  Proclus,  for  example,  says  of  the  Dia- 
lectic method,  that  it  is  ‘ connate  with  things  them- 
selves,’ that  it  ‘receives  its  principles  from  intellect,’ 
that  it  ‘ tiscends  through  well-ordered  gradations  to 
being  itself ; ’ and  he  continues,  ‘ it  also  terminates  the 
■wandering  of  the  soul  about  sensibles,  and  explores 
everything  by  methods  which  cannot  be  confuted,  till  it 
arrives  at  the  ineffable  principle  of  things  ’ (in  Parmenid. 
lib.  i.).  In  the  same  work  he  obseiwcs — 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  neces.sary  to  despise  the  senses 

After  this,  it  follows  that  we  should  dismiss  imaginations 
(Hegel’s  Vorstellungen),  those  winged  Stymphalidae  of  the 
soul,  as  possessing  only  a figured  intellection  of  things,  but 
hy  no  means  able  to  apprehend  unfigured  form  and  as  im- 
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peding  pure  intellection  ....  in  the  third  place,  we  must 
entirely  extirpate  multiform  opinions  (Hegel’s  Jleinuugen), 
and  the  wandering  of  the  soul  about  these. 

He  then  goes  on  to  refer  to  the  insufficiency  of  the 
Dianoetic  Litellect  (Hegel’s  abstracting  Unclerstancling) 
and  terminates  the  paragraph  thus : — 

Many,  therefore,  are  the  wanderings  of  the  soul : for  one 
of  these  is  in  imaginations,  another  in  opinions,  and  a third 
in  the  dianoetic  power ; but  a life  according  to  intellect  is 
alone  inerratic ; and  this  is  the  mystic  port  of  the  soul,  into 
which  Homer  conducts  Ulysses,  after  an  abundant  wandering 
of  life. 

Again  we  find  him  (same  work,  lib.  v.)  saying — 

Let  us  now  consider  what  negations  are,  whether  they  are 
better  or  wor.se  than  affirmations  ...  it  is  not  immanifest 
how  Plato,  in  the  Sophista,  says  that  Non-being,  hy  which 
he  means  Difference,  is  related  to  Being,  and  that  it  is  not 
less  than  Being.  . . . Negations,  therefore,  are  better  than 
affirmations,  and  are  adapted  to  such  as  are  ascending  from 
the  partial  to  the  total.  ...  As  the  one  is  the  cau.se  of 
wholes,  so  negations  arc  the  tauises  of  affirmation-s.  ...  So 
t he  one,  being  void  of  multitude,  gives  subsistence  to  all  mul- 
titude, and,  being  without  number  and  figure,  produces 
number  and  figure,!,  &c. 

In  truth,  passages  containing  such  assonances  to 
Hegel  seem  to  constitute  the  stuff  of  Proclus.  Hegel, 
not  far  on  in  his  ‘ Philosophy  of  History,’  says,  ‘ for,  like 
Mercury,  leader  of  souls,  the  Idea  is  in  truth  the  leader 
of  the  nations  and  of  the  world.’  Not  without  analogy 
is  that  passage  of  Proclus,  where  his  Philosophy  is 
talked  of  as  ‘ moving  knowledge,’  ‘ unfolding  the  forms 
which  we  essentially  conffiin,’  &c.,  ‘ like  that  God  who 
leads  into  light  intellectual  gifts,’  &c.  &c.  (Proclus  in 
Eucl.  p.  14.)  The  God  here  alluded  to  is  Mercury, 
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anti  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  passage  of  Proclus  was 
ill  some  waj^  or  otlier  present  to  the  consciousness  of 
Ilegel  as  liis  own  statement  arose. 

Put  tliis  matter  is  not  peculiar  to  Proclus  ; it  belongs 
to  the  whole  Neo-Platonic  school.  Here  is  a passtige 
from  Plotinus  in  which  Hegelian  elements  may  be  still 
readily  enough  perceived  as  well  within  the  figures  of 
the  original,  as  across  the  perhaps  somewhat  uniniti- 
ated jiar-blindness  of  the  translation,  executed  as  it  is 
by  Thomas  Ta)dor,  from  whom  (his  ‘Metaphysics  of 
Aristotle’)  we  have  been  boiTowing  the  extracts  of 
Proclus  also : — 

I.iet  us,  then,  receive  by  our  dianoctic  power  this  our  sen- 
sible world,  80  disposed  that  evo-y  pari  may  remain  indeed 
what  it  is,  bid  that  one  thiny  may  mutually  reside  in  another. 
Let  us  suppose  that  all  things  are  collected  as  much  as  pos- 
sible into  one,  .so  that  each  particular  object  may  first  present 
itself  to  the  eyes;  as  if  a sphere  should  be  the  exterior 
boundary,  the  spectacle  of  the  sun  immediately  succeeding, 
and  a representation  of  the  other  stars,  and  the  earth,  the 
sea,  and  all  animals  appearing  within,  as  in  a diaphanous 
globe : and  lastly’,  let  us  conceive  that  it  is  possible  to  behold 
all  things  in  each.  Let  there  be  then  in  the  soul  a lucid  ima- 
gination of  a sphere,  containing  all  things  in  its  transparent 
recept.acle  ; whether  thej’  are  agitated  or  at  rest,  or  partly  mu- 
table and  partly  .stable.  Now,  preserving  this  sjjhere,  receive 
another  in  your  soul,  removing  from  this  last  the  extension 
into  bulk,  take  away  likewise  place,  and  banish  far  from 
yourself  all  imagination  of  matter ; at  the  same  time  being 
careful  not  to  conceive  this  second  sphere  as  something  less 
than  the  first  in  bulk,  for  this  must  be  void  of  all  dimension. 
After  this,  invoke  that  Divinity  who  is  the  Author  of  the 
Universe,  imaged  in  your  phanta.sy,  and  earnestly  entreat 
him  to  approach.  Then  will  he  suddenly  come,  bearing  with 
him  his  own  divine  world,  with  all  the  gorls  it  contains;  then 
will  he  come,  being  at  the  .same  time  one  and  all,  and 
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bringing  with  him  all  things  concurring  in  one.  There, 
inileetl,  all  the  gotis  are  various  among.st  themselves  in  gra- 
dations of  power,  yet  by  that  one  abundant  power  they  are 
all  but  one,  or  rather  one  is  all : for  the  divinity  never  fails 
by  which  they  are  all  produced.  But  all  the  gods  abide 
together,  and  each  is  again  separate  from  the  other  in  a 
certain  state  unattended  with  distance,  and  hearing  no 
foi~m  subject  to  sensible  inspection ; or  one  would  be  situate/i 
differently  from  the  other,  nor  each  be  in  itself  all.  Nor, 
again,  does  any  one  of  these  posse.ss  parts  different  from 
others  and  from  itself;  nor  is  every  whole  there  a divided 
power,  and  of  a magnitude  equal  to  its  measured  parts : but 
it  is  indeed  a universe,  and  a universal  power  proceeding  to 
infinity  in  a power  which  is  the  parent  of  energy. 

Taylor  (‘Met.  of  Aristotle,’ pp.  420,  427)  also  trans- 
lates as  follows  from  the  same  book  of  I’lotinus  on 
Intelligible  Beauty : — 

Divine  natures  are  not  at  one  time  wise,  and  at  another 
time  the  contrary;  but  they  are  perpetually  wise,  with  a 
tranquil,  stable,  and  pure  iutelleet,  understanding  all  things, 
and  knowing  not  properly  human  concerns,  but  their  own — 
that  is,  such  as  are  divine,  and  such  ns  intellect  itself  per- 
ceives. But  the  gods  w'ho  inhabit  this  visible  heaven,  for 
they  abound  in  divine  leisure,  assiduously  contemplate,  as  if 
it  were  above  them,  what  the  primary  and  intelligible  heaven 
contains.  But  those  who  are  stationed  in  this  higher  world 
contemplate  its  inhabitants  possessing  the  whole  of  this 
diviner  heaven.  For  all  things  there  are  heaven.  There  the 
sea,  animals,  plants,  and  men  are  heaven.  Lastly,  every 
portion  of  this  heaven  is  celestial : the  gods  likewise  who 
reside  there  do  not  disdain  men,  ner  any  other  of  its  in- 
habitants, because  everjAhing  there  is  divine  ; and  they  com- 
prehend the  whole  of  this  intelligible  region  with  the  most 
perfect  repo.se. 

Hence  the  life  of  these  divinities  is  easy,  and  truth  is  their 
generator  and  nurse,  their  essence  and  nutriment.  Hence, 
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too,  they  perceive  all  things — not  such,  indeed,  as  are  suhjef;t 
to  generation,  but  such  as  abide  in  essence.  Tliey  likewise 
perceive  themselves  in  others : for  all  things  there  are  per- 
fectly perspicuous.  Nothing  there  is  dark,  nothing  opposing; 
but  everything  is  conspicuous  to  all,  intrinsically  and  univer- 
sally. For  light  everywhere  meets  with  light.  Each  thintf 
conUdns  in  itself  all,  aiul  all  things  are  again  beheld  in 
another':  so  that  all  things  are  cveryxvhere,  and  all  is  truly 
all.  There  everything  is  all ; there  an  iminense  splendour 
shines ; tliere  everything  is  great,  since  even  what  is  small  is 
there  great.  There  the  sun  is  all  the  stars  ; and  every  .star  is  a 
sun,  and  at  the  same  time  all  the  stai-s.  Hut  one  thing  e.xcels 
in  each,  while  in  the  mean  time  all  things  are  beheld  in  each. 
There  motion  is  perfectly  pure  : for  in  its  progras.sion  it  is  not 
confounded  by  a mover  foreign  from  the  motion.  Permanency 
also  there  is  disturln'd  by  no  mutation  : for  it  is  not  mingled 
with  an  unstable  nature.  Hesides,  beauty  there  is  beauty  itself, 
because  it  does  not  subsist  in  beauty  ; but  everything  abides 
there,  not  as  if  placed  in  some  foreign  land ; for  the  being  of 
each  is  its  own  stable  foundation.  Nor  is  its  e.s.sence  dif- 
ferent from  its  seat : for  its  subject  is  intellect,  and  itself  is 
intellect.  Just  as  if  any  one  should  conceive  this  sensible 
heaven,  which  is  manifest  and  lucid  to  the  eyes,  germinating 
into  stars  by  its  light.  In  corporeal  natures,  indeed,  one 
part  is  not  everywhere  produced  from  another,  but  each  part 
is  distinct  from  the  rest.  But  there  each  thing  is  everyAvhere 
produced  from  the  whole,  and  is  at  the  same  time  par- 
ticular and  the  whole.  It  appears,  indeed,  as  a part ; but 
by  him  who  acutely  perceives,  it  will  be  beheld  as  a whole : 
by  him,  I mean,  who  is  endued  with  a sight  similar  to  that  of 
the  lynx,  the  rays  of  whose  eyes  are  reported  to  penetr.atc 
the  depths  of  the  earth.  For  it  appears  to  me  that  this 
fable  occultly  signifies  the  perspicacity  of  supernal  eyes. 
Besides,  the  %'ision  of  these  blessed  inhabitants  is  never 
wearied,  and  never  ceases  through  a satiety  of  perceiving. 
For  there  is  no  vacuity  in  any  perceiver,  which,  when  after- 
wards filled  up,  can  bring  perceiving  to  an  end  ....  rather 
by  perceiving  he  more  assiduously  perceives.  •’ 
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Here  (from  Plotin.  Enn.  iii.  8.  3. ) is  a bit  of  ancient 
Idealism,  apposite  to  the  modem,  whether  subjective 
or  absolute  : — Kal  to  Ssw^ovv  [xou  SsaijiriiMa  xoisT, 
tJaffTtBp  oi  ysaiixsTpai  Qswpo^vrsg  ypd^oiitnv'  a7kX’  e,uov 
[tij  yp«^ouo">jy,  fl££Uj50u<r7]5  Sj,  i^/iTTavTai  oti  twv  (rcopM- 
Tcuv  ypaiJi[xM),  too-Tsp  Ix-alrTToua-oLi.  Which  translated, 
as  if  it  were  the  Absolute  spoke,  miglit  run  thus  : — 

And  my  speculating  (.seeing)  creates  what  is  speculated 
(seen),  just,  as  Geometrician.s  speculating  draw  lines  (in 
thought):  but  I not  drawing  lines,  but  speculating,  there 
ri.se  up  the  lineaments  of  the  corporeal  objects  as  if  falling 
in  projection  out  of  me. 

The  nature  of  the  Neo-Platonic  teaching,  and  its 
analogy  to  the  Philosophy  of  Hegel,  may  be  seen  in 
almost  every  the  usual  expression  of  Thomas  Taylor, 
who  so  perseveringly  kept  company  with  Plotinus, 
Proclus,  and  the  rest.  In  the  Introduction  and  Notes 
to  his  translation  of  the  Metaphysics  of  Aristotle,  we 
have  the  following : — 

Wisely,  therefore,  (p.  xv.)  does  Plato  assert  that  the  phi- 
losopher ought  not  to  descend  below  species,  and  that  he 
should  be  solely  employed  in  the  contemplation  of  wholes 
and  universals.  For  he  who  de.scends  below  these,  descends 
into  Cimmerian  realms,  and  Hades  itself — wanders  among 
spectres  devoid  of  mind,  and  exposes  himself  to  the  danger 
of  beholding  the  real  Gorgon,  or  the  dire  face  of  Matter,  and 
of  thus  becoming  petrified  by  a satiety  of  stupid  pa.ssions. 

Again  (p.  xvii.)  — 

Objects  of  sense  rather  resemble  the  delusions  of  sleep 
than  the  realities  of  vigilant  perception. 

Once  more  (p.  400)  — 

I shall  rejoice  if  I have  been  able  to  add  anything  of  my 
own  which  may  contribute  to  elucidate  the  conceptions  of 
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these  divine  men,  and  induce  the  reader  to  abandon  with 
generous  ardour  the  grovelling  contemplation  of  sensible 
objects,  profoundly  dark  and  incessantly  flowing,  for  the 
e.xalted  survey  of  the  all-splendid  and  ever-permaneut  forms 
in  the  world  of  mind. 

Lastly  (p.  -428)  — 

Every  Idea  is  not  only  the  paradigm,  but  likewise  the  pro- 
ducing cause,  of  Sensibles  : for  something  else  would  be  re- 
(piisite  by  which  sensihks  are  generated  and  aesimilateil  to 
ideas,  if  these  divine  forms  remained  sluggish  and  immove- 
able, and  without  any  efficacious  power,  similar  to  impressions 
ill  wax:  for  it  is  absurd  to  admit  that  the  reasons  in  nature 
possess  a certain  fabricative  energy,  but  that  intelligible 
forms  should  be  deprived  of  productive  power.  Every  divine 
form,  therefore,  is  not  only  paradigmatic,  but  paternal,  and 
is  by  its  very  essence  the  generative  cause  of  the  Many. 

Tliomas  Taylor  lived  probably  in  a thick  clement  of 
confused  .splendour,  and  is  not  by  any  means  (who  is?) 
an  immaculate  translator ; but  the  sulTerings,  the  per- 
secutions, the  patient  povertj',  the  dauntless  persever- 
ance, the  nncheered  but  assiduous  labour  of  the  noble, 
ardent  man,  entitle  him  at  least  to  our  respect ; and 
not  this  only,  but  the  successful  outcome  of  that 
enormous  labour  compels  the  gratitude  of  every  earnest 
and  true  Student.  Sir  William  Ilamilton  errs,  as  usual, 
then,  in  the  interest  of  his  own  unscnipulous  flippancy, 
when  he  tunis  his  sharp  nail  on  the  good  Taylor ; and 
(so  far  as  my  poor  judgment  may  have  any  right  to 
speak  in  the  case)  we  are  still  much  safer  with  this 
latter  than  with  his  critic,  as  a translator  of  Greek 
Philosophy.  We  will  be  thankful,  then,  for  what 
Ilamilton  calls  his  ‘ mere  rubbish.’ 

It  would  be  easy  to  adduce,  both  from  Aristotle  and 
from  I’lato,  many  pas.'^ages  (which  we  had  marked  for 
the  puipose,  indeed)  breathing  the  same  spirit  as  those 
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already  cited  from  Proclus  and  Plotinu.s ; but  we  shall 
leave  tliis  to  the  reader’s  own  activity.  Towards  tlie 
end  of  his  article  on  Plato,  in  the  ‘ History  of  Philo- 
sophy,’ Hegel  will  be  found  translating  from  the  former 
thus : — 

The  empirical  manner  of  thinking  found  in  Geometry  and 
the  kindred  sciences,  thou  seemest  to  me  to  name  Raisonne- 
ment ; and,  consequently,  reasoning  (Schliessen,  reflectirende 
Erkennen)  finds  itself  between  the  vovs  and  what  we  name 
So^a. — Thou  ha.st  apprehended  perfectly  correctly.  In  ac- 
cordance with  these  four  di.stinctions,  I shall  name  the  four 
relative  beiirings  of  the  soul : a,  vorjcru  (Begreifen),  Compre- 
hension, a thinking  of  what  is  highest ; Sidvota,  the  second; 
7,  the  third,  is  Belief  or  true  opinio  (Meinung);  8,  and  the 
la.st,  is  the  Vorstellung  or  figuratc  know'ledge  (das  bildlijhe 
W’is.sen)  : these  are  the  degrees  of  Truth,  of  Clearness. 

Hegel,  commenting  on  this,  proceeds  : — 

Plato  defines  thus  the  Sen.ses  as  the  first  mode  ; as  second 
mode  he  defines  reflexion,  so  far  as  it  introduces  Thinking 
into  a consciousne.ss  otherwise  sensuous.  And  here,  he  say.s, 
is  the  place  where  Science  makes  its  appearance;  Science 
rests  on  Thought,  the  determination  of  general  principles, 
first  sources,  hypotheses.  These  hypotheses  are  not  manipu- 
lated by  tlie_  Senses  themselves,  are  not  sensuous  in  them- 
selves ; they  certainly  attach  to  Thought.  But  this  still  is  not 
genuine  Science  which  consists  in  considering  the  universal 
per  se,  the  spiritual  universal.  Plato  has  comprehended 
under  the  term  8o^a,  sensuous  consciousness,  properly  sensu- 
<Jus  conception,  opinio,  immediate  knowledge.  In  the  middle 
between  opinio  and  Science,  as  such,  there  lies  ratiocinating 
cognition,  inferential  reflexion,  reflecting  cognition,  that 
forms  for  itself  general  laws,  definite  genera,  out  of  said 
immediate  knowledge.  Tlie  highest,  however,  is  Thought  in 
and  for  itself,  which  is  directed  to  the  highest. 

The  reader  will  have  uo  difficulty,  then,  in  view  of 
such  utterances, — ivspyua,  'vts^s^skx, 
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will  be  fresli  in  liis  memory  as  well) — in  perceiving 
the  analogy  which  Hegel  bears  to  the  most  important 
Greek  philosophers,  both  early  and  late. 

There  is  a passage  in  Ecid*  which  describes  the 
Neo-Platonic  philosophers  in  the  usual  conventional, 
vague  terms,  as  mysticsilly  adoring  and  seeking  union 
with  the  One ; still,  nevertheless,  the  description  is  so 
couched,  that  to  a student  of  Hegel  there  is  involun- 
tarily suggested  by  it,  that  this  mystic  One  is  but  the 
Logical  Idea.  We  may  suppose  said  student  to  be 
pleasantly  suipriscd  with  this,  and  to  be  still  more 
j)leasantly  surprised  when  he  afterwards  finds  Hegel 
himself  saying  somewhere  precisely  the  same  thing.f 
On  these  grounds,  however,  should  he,  or  any  one  else, 
infer  the  philosophy  of  Hegel  to  have  derived  from 
either  new  or  old  I’latonics,  or  from  either  new  or  old 
Aristotelians,  he  will  only  fall  into  a very  serious  mis- 
take. The  philosophy  of  Hegel  derives  directly  only 
from  the  genemlised  Categories  of  Kant  in  themselves 
and  in  their  realisiition  or  e.xternalisiition  in  the  Things 
of  Sense : Hegel’s  Philosophy,  in  short,  in  the  Notion, 
coils  itself  in  nucem,  and  the  Notion,  or  this  nut,  came 
straight  to  him  from  Kant.  We  are  to  suppose,  how- 


" * Iteiit,  p.  204,  Ilamilton’s  edi- 
tion, says,  in  reference  to  the  Alex- 
nndrians,  ‘ Hy  a proper  piiriKcation 
and  ahMraition  from  the  ohjects  of 
wviw,  rre  may  be  in  some  measure 
united  to  tlie  Deity,  and,  in  the 
eternal  light,  be  enabled  to  dis- 
cern tlie  most  sublime  intellectual 
trutlis.’ — The  italics  will  strike  the 
key  of  Hegel. 

f ‘If  at  times  the  excellence  of 
the  philosophy  of  Plato  is  placed 
in  his  — scientifically  valueless  — 
Myths,  there  uro  also  times,  named 


even  times  of  enthimami,  when  tlio 
Aristotelian  Philosophy  is  prized 
because  of  its  speculative  depth,  and 
the  Parmenides  of  I’lato,  eertainlj 
the  greatest  art-work  of  the  An- 
cient Dialectic,  is  honoured  as  the 
veritable  unveiling  and  the  positive 
e.rpreseion  of  the  divine  life,  and 
even,  amid  much  impurity  of  that 
which  gave  rise  to  it,  the  mis- 
understood Ecstasis  is  in  reality 
nothing  else  than  the  Ihire  Xotioit.' 
— I’hacnom.,  cd.  2nd,  p.  6.5. 
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ever,  tliat  — once  his  philosophy  was  formed — Hegel 
was  nothing  loath  to  make  as  prominent  as  might  be 
every  analogy  whatever  which  tendal  to  associate  him 
with  the  gi’eat  mastci-s  of  the  ancient  world : the  one 
longing  is  almost  overt  in  him,  indeed,  that  he  should 
be  placed  now  as  Aristotle  was  placed  then.  The 
reasons  which  prompted  this  desire  were  probably  of 
a universal  nature  in  the  main,  though  concealment 
of  the  closeness  of  the  derivation  bom  Kant  may  not 
have  been  unconsidered. 

It  will  tend  to  strengthen  the  \'icw  just  expressed 
to  point  out  that  there  are  descriptions  in  existence 
intended  to  refer  exclusively  to  the  philosophy  of 
Plato,  which,  nevertheless,  can  be  applied  almost  line 
by  line  to  the  philosophy  of  Kant  — a philosophy 
which  we  know  and  see  owed  nothing  to  Plato,  but 
which  was  the  result  of  a vciy  natural  train  of  infer- 
ences— a train  which  w’e  may  say  we  also  actually 
see  — from  certain  main  positions  of  David  Hume. 
Descriptions  of  this  nature  will  be  found  at  pages 
2G2  and  2G3  of  Hamilton’s  Eeid,  where  the  dcscriber 
(Hamilton)  has  not  the  slightest  thought  of  Kant  at 
that  moment  in  his  mind.  The  analogy  lies  very 
obvious  in  this,  however,  that  mental  fonns,  which 
awakened  by,  minyle  with,  the  contrilnitions  of  sense, 
are  in  reality  not  one  whit  more  Platonic  than  than 
they  are  Kantian.  The  verses  of  Boethius  at  p.  263 
contain  distinctive  features  which  might  have  been 
copied  quite  as  easily  and  correctly  from  Kant  as 
from  Plato.* 


• These  verses  are  the  follow- 
ing 

‘ Mena  est  effieicns  niagis 
Longo  cauan  potentior, 


Quam  qnoe  niaterifc  luodo 
Impresaas  patitur  notas, 
J’ncccdit  taiuen  excitaiis 
Ac  vires  auinii  niovens 
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No  doubt,  Ilcgel,  by  his  reference  to  the  ancients, 
was  enabled  to  bring  the  determinations  lie  had  arrived 
at  in  connexion  with  Kant  into  more  magistral  place,  as 
dominant  centres,  as  it  were,  in  definitively  vital,  abso- 
lute, and  infinite  spheres ; no  doubt,  he  was  enablal 
thus  to  cover,  as  it  were,  the  whole  field  : nevertheless, 
he  OAved  not  this  to  any  direct  action  of  cither  Plato 
or  Aristotle,  but  ratlier  to  a reaction  on  these  through 
the  findings  of  Kant.  Eather,  we  may  express  it  thus  : 
To  Hegel,  the  light  of  Kant  lit  Ai’istotlc ; and  to  the 
same  Hegel,  by  such  reciprocity  as  he  loved,  the  re- 
lighting of  Aristotle  re-lit  Kant.  Thus,  if  the  findings 
of  modem  Philosophy  have  been  very  much  moved 
into  place  by  the  previous  findings  of  the  ancient,  it 
must  also  be  said  that  only  through  the  former  Avere 
these  latter  themselves  re-found.  Indirectly  to  Kant, 
directly  to  Hegel,  tlien,  is  it  that  Ave  OAve  at  present  that 
revival  of  the  study  of  early  philosophy  Avhich  has 
expanded  in  Germany  to  such  enormous  dimensions, 
Avhich  has  exhibited  itself  in  no  contemptible  form  in 
France,  and  Avhich  even  in  England  has  been  adequate 
at  least  to — some  impotent  pawings.  From  Hegel 
specially  is  it  that  we  derive  the  ability  noAv  to  recog- 
nise in  Aristotle,  not  the  sensual  materialist  that  con- 
troverted, but  the  absolute  idealist  that  completed 
Plato.  This  is  much,  and  the  proof  of  it  is  certain ; 
to  that  the  single  chapter  of  the  ‘ Metaphysic  ’ Avhich 
closes  the  Encyclopaedia  of  Hegel  Avould  alone  suffice ; 


A’ivo  in  corporo  pn-ssio, 
Cum  vel  lux  oculos  ferit 
Viil  vox  auribuB  instrepit : 
Turn  mentis  vigor  excitua 
Quna  intus  species  tenet, 
Ad  motus  similes  vocans, 
Notis  applicat  oxteris, 


Introrsumquo  reconditis 
Formis  miscet  imagines.’ 

Stuff  from  witliout,  Form  from 
■u-itliin, — the  whole  description  may 
be  predicated  of  the  Kantian  theory 
quite  as  truly  os  of  the  Platonic. 
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but  ^vc  know  aLso  from  elsewhere  that  Aristotle,  even 
as  much  as  his  mighty  modern  compeer,  concluded 

TdUTOV  V(MS  X«1  VOJJTcIv XM  SOTIV  Tj  VOIJfrjJ  V01J<rSfOff 

v()7]<rif. 

If  it  be  tnie,  then,  that  it  is  to  Ilegel  we  are  indebted 
for  the  now  thew  whereby  we  have  obtained  the  new 
power  over  the  old  philosophy,  and  if  it  be  also  true 
that  this  Ilegel  himself  has  hitherto  remained  like  some 
swart  Magus  charmed  into  insoluble  opacity  by  virtue 
even  of  his  own  spells,  we  may  well  — when  this  Ilege- 
lian  trance  shall  have  been  unbound  — anticipate  for 
the  histoiy  of  philosophy,  and  for  philosophy  itself, 
such  perfection  in  a speedy  sequel,  as,  but  a short 
while  since,  no  one  would  have  permitted  himself  even 
to  dream. 


THE  TRAXSITIOX. 

It  is  not  difficult  to  see  that  Ideality  may  be  named 
the  Quality  of  Infinitude  ; for  is  not  Lifinitude  just 
tliat  in  which  the  whole  wealth  of  the  Finite  is  ideally 
held  ? That  the  Infinite,  too,  is  but  a proce.ss  of  Be- 
coming, is  also  plain  ; for  its  life  and  reality  is  but  the 
evolution  of  its  native  differences,  the  Finite,  just  as  the 
notification  or  vocabilisation,  a process  of  Becoming,  is 
the  life  of  our  illustration,  the  absolute  Voice.  But  as 
Becoming  becomes  into  There-being,  so  there  is  transi- 
tion in  the  Infinite.  Siiblatiiig  the  Finite,  and  sub- 
lating,  in  this  same  act,  its  own  self  as  an  only  abstract 
Infinite,  it  is  a return,  as  it  were  with  both,  into  its 
own  self,  and  is  thus  reference  to  its  own  .self.  Being. 
But  this  Being  is  no  longer  abstract ; it  contains  nega- 
tion, There-being  ; it  is  distinguishably  and  palpably 
there,  or  here : but  again,  as  it  is  in  its  express  nature 
negation  of  the  negation,  or  the  negation  that  refers 
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itself  to  itself,  it  is  that  There-being — that  definite,  pal- 
pable existentiality  ■which  is  properly  named  Being-for- 
Self ; that  is,  it  is  the  existentiality  which  absolutely  is, 
that  existentiality  which  is  to  and  for  itself,  which  is 
its  own  inner  variety  and  life,  and  which  has  no  call 
for  an  outer,  whether  of  support  or  derivation : iu  shoit, 
it  is  the  true  Flirsichscyn. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

BEING-FOR-SELF. 

If  tliis  (first)  paragraph  be  read  in  the  liglit  of  our 
general  illustration,  the  Absolute  Voice, — and,  after  all, 
probably  the  very  best  name  for  Thought  (especially 
now  that  it  is  viewed  as  the  Absolute  and  Only),  would 
be  the  Absolute  Voice, — die  various  expressions  which 
constitute  it  will  spring  at  once  into  meaning. 

‘ In  Being-for-Self,  qualitative  Being  is  completed  : ’ 
that  is,  the  voice,  the  One,  having  run  through  its  native 
constituent  notes,  /fe  variety,  its  many,  has  returned 
mto  itself  as  still  the  Voice  and  the  One ; and  thus 
completion  (oneness  and  allness)  is  given  to  its  whole 
qualitative  Being ; hi  other  words,  a complete  answer 
has  been  given  to  every  question  of  Qiialis,  What 
Sort,  in  its  regard.  This,  too,  is  ‘ infinite  Being ; ’ it 
is  unended  and  unendable  ; it  is  entire,  totam  et  rotun- 
chtm, — the  Absolute  Voice.  The  Being  of  the  voice, 
before  a single  finite  note,  ‘ the  Being  of  tlie  Begin- 
ning,’ was  but  abstract,  ‘ detennination-less.’  The  Noti- 
fication, which  to  the  Voice  is  as  ‘ There-being  ’ or 
Thereness  (the  presence  of  a definite  somewhat)  to 
consciousness,  is  the  sublated  and  negated  voice,  the 
int mediately,  or  directly,  and  at  first  hand,  sublated 
and  negated  voice,  just  as  an  object,  or  the  series  of 
objects,  is  the  immediately  sublated  and  negated  £ei?ig 
— First  Being  of  Thought  or  Consciousness  (say).  It 
is  worth  while  remarking  that  the  sublated  voice  is 

VOL.  11.  o 
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quite  as  much  tlie  lifted<ip  voice  as  the  negated  one, 
and  just  so  we  may  see  tliat  tlie  sublatcd  Being,  if 
negated  as  to  its  universahty  (an  otlier  beuig  intro- 
duced) and  apparently  for  the  moment  left  out  of  count, 
is  lifted  up,  made  prominent,  eminent,  or  even,  as  it 
were,  tilted  up  into  the  edge  of  a single,  passing,  mo- 
mentary note,  or  finite  object.  In  this  There-ness,  this 
other  of  a Xote,  or  ObjcHit,  the  Voice,  Being,  ‘ is  still 
retaincHl ; ’ but  still  all  for  the  moment  seems  to  have 
gone  into  the  single  edge  of  this  note  or  object ; there 
sc-ems  nothing  but  it : the  Voice  and  the  Note,  Being 
and  There-being,  are  in  siiufile  unity,  certainly ; but 
still  in  the  firet  instance  the  Note  or  the  There-nass  is 
a usurping  one  side  that  seems  quite  all  and  other  to  its 
men  universal.  The  two  sidas,  then,  though  in  them- 
selves one,  ‘ are  mutually  unequal ; ’ they  are  ungleich, 
not  level,  uneven; — as  we  said,  there  is  a tilted-up 
edge  ; or  all  this  — and  the  whole  truth  of  the  case  — 
can  be  conveyed  in  the  single  expression  their  tmitg  is 
not  yet  Mutuated. 

We  have  used  for  Gesetztseyn  Mutuatitiousness ; but 
this  is  the  first  time  we  have  used  mutuated  for  gesetzt. 
This  is  the  jilace,  now,  however,  for  the  introduction 
of  such  new  mode  of  statement.  By  mutuated,  I mean 
overtly  placed  by  and  for  an  occult.  This  sense  has 
been  growing  on  us  ; and  in  this  we  are  not  singular  ; 
for  wo  hold  it  evident  that  it  so  grew  on  Hegel  him- 
self. There  is  something  of  tliis  in  our  own  word  set, 
and  accordingly  it  h;is  been  frequently  used  for  setzen 
in  tlie  present  translation  and  commentary.  To  set  in 
the  sense  of  to  stake,  or  to  set  to  music,  indicates  sub- 
stitution, mutuation;  and  a setter-dog  sets  the  game. 
Then  a set  is  a certain  ynore  of  which  one  sets  the 
other,  and  without  the  other  were  null.  The  German 
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setz,  Iiowever,  lias  in  it,  like  the  Latin  vice,  much  more 
of  tliis  reciprocation  and  excliange  tlian  tlie  English 
set. — Thus,  es  setzt  means  there  arises  ; es  wird  Etwas 
setzen  implies  a warning  that  something  (disagreeable) 
will  replace  the  present  state  of  matters,  or  this  that 
now  is,  set’s  that  that  also  is,  though  in  the  future  ; and 
Setz-schifler  means  a substitute  captain,  a locum  tenens, 
one,  i.  e.,  that  Ls  for  and  by  another,  and  in  turn 
sets  or  implies  this  other.  Implies  seems  a good  ren- 
dering for  the  word  in  question,  but  what  is  implied 
is,  derivatively  and  otherwise,  rather  .set  in  than  set 
out,  and  it  is  an  explicit  implicitness  that  is  wanted,  as 
it  were,  an  eximpliedness  or  eximplicatedness.  Li  fact, 
the  sense  of  overt  statement  must  be  as  evident  in  the 
word  adopted  as  that  of  implication.  It  is  easy  to  see, 
indeed,  that  statement,  as  also  expression,  exposition, 
and  the  like,  really  conveys  what  we  attribute  to  this 
Setzen : it  and  these  are,  so  to  .speak,  all  averts  by 
and  for  occults.  The  same  thing  is  to  be  seen  in  the 
Logical  form,  the  Modus  Ponens,  which  probably  at 
least  helped  to  lead  Ilegel  to  the  term  ; there  we  see 
that  the  First  sets  the  Second,  and  it  is  the  second 
which  is  left  overt.  We  may  allude,  in  passing,  to 
the  use  of  Aufliebcnd  in  the  Modus  Tollens ; and  the 
quotation  from  Cicero,  tollendum  esse  Octavium,  in  the 
remark  relative  to  Aufheben,  demonstrates  the  analogy 
to  have  been  present  to  Ilegel  himself.  By  mutuated, 
then,  is  meant  something  overt,  sometliing  e.vpliciter, 
something  formally  stated,  expressed,  put,  placed,  or 
set,  but  still  something  that  is  recijsrocally  stated,  &c., 
and  so  something  consequently  that  reciprocally  states, 
&c. 

The  two  sides,  Voice  and  Note,  Being  and  There- 
being  or  Object,  are  still  mutually  unequal,  uneven,  or 
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tlicir  unity  is  not  yet  mutilated.  We  can  see  now  tlie 
full  force  of  the  inutuated  ; each  side  remaining  abs- 
tract, or  separate,  there  is  difference,  duality,  mutual 
inequality  ; but  when  it  is  seen  that  the  voice  still  in  in 
the  note.  Being  still  is  in  There-being,  then  reconcilia- 
tion has  taken  place,  the  concrete  truth  is  restored, 
the  unity  of  tlie  two  sides  is  mutilated,  is  set.  ^V^lat 
follows  about  Finitude,  Determinateness  as  such,  rela- 
tive and  absolute  Determinateness,  is  now  easy.  ‘ In 
Being-for-self,  the  Difference  between  Being  and  Deter- 
minateness or  Negation  is  posited  and  equated’ — this 
also  is  plain  ; the  dif-ference  between  the  two  sides, 
Voice  and  Note,  is  mutuated  and  ausgeglichen,  levelkd- 
out,  eejuated. 

‘ Quality,  Otherwiseness,  Ecalit}’,  Being-in-it.self, 
Ought-to,  N’C.,  are  the  imperfect  infigurations  of  the 
Negative  into  Being,  &c.’  The'  series  of  Notes  is  a 
series  of  iufigu rations,  indentations,  into  the  voice,  and 
they  are  imj)erfect  so  long  as  they  are  held  to  be 
different  from  the  voice.  Einbildung,  however,  must 
be  seen  to  imply  its  usual  sense  of  subjective  conceit 
and  conceiting,  as  well  as  its  literal  meaning  of  infigura- 
tion: the  assignments  in  question  have  that  in  them 
which  approximates  them  to  subjective  fancies ; they 
are  not  regarded  in  their  truth  when  regarded  as 
absolute.  The  application  of  our  illustration  to  what 
follows  may  now  be  left  to  the  reader.  We  may 
remark  in  passing  on  ungleich,  ausgeglichen,  and  Ein- 
bildungen  as  exaimdes  of  that  favourite  Hegelian  irony 
in  which  the  direct,  literal,  structural  sense  flirts  or 
coquets  with  the  reflex,  figurative,  and  conventional 
one.  Indeed,  Setzen,  Dascyn,  Differenz,  and  even 
Vollendet,  are  in  the  same  key : as  regai’ds  Setzen, 
Hegel  has  gone  back  to  its  ancient  idiomatic,  collo- 
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quial  sense ; Daseyn  is  to  be  seen  both  as  T/iere-ncss 
and  as  this  Being  here  below ; the  Differenz  is  the  dif- 
ference, as  the  Unter-schied  is  the  inter-cem  ; and 
we  are  even  to  see  that  Vollendet  applies  to  what  is 
not  only  ended,  but  fidl.  As  we  have  seen,  too,  this 
verbal  care  of  Hegel  extends  itself  into  a syllabic  one  : 
in  Vergleichung,  for  example,  we  are  perpetually  made 
to  see  that  it  is  a comj^anson.  Then  the  terminations 
haft,  ig,  lich,  sam,  are  never  lost  sight  of ; and,  as  re- 
gards the  verbs,  such  prefixes  as  er,  ver,  zer,  are  his 
very  instruments.  As  respects  these,  the  student  of 
Hegel  ought  to  consult  the  more  advanced  grammars. 

A. 

BEIXO-FOE-SELF  AS  SUCH. 

Here  the  notion  Being-for-self  is  completely  pre- 
cised.— The  distinction  between  consciousness  and  self- 
consciousness,  which  is  wholly  German,  ought  to  be 
well  borne  in  mind.  The  expression  nppearant  is  a 
translation  of  emcheinend  which  seems  forced  on  us  : 
we  are  to  see  that  a certain  duality  is  always  implied 
in  this  word;  there  is  an  outer  show  or  shine  or  seeming 
or  appearance  which  appears  other  and  independent, 
but  which  is  still  only  a moment,  only  ideell  in  another 
and  inner.  Self-consciousness,  though  further  advanced 
and  more  concrete  than  Being-for-self,  is  still  abstract 
when  compared  with  the  Absolute  Spirit. 

a.  Here-being  {There-being),  and  Being-for-self. — b.  Being- 
for-One. 

The  distinctions  here  are  subtle,  but  they  are  simple, 
and  they  are  intelligibly  put.  In  Being-for-self  the 
real  and  the  ideal  sides,  or  the  Finite  and  the  Infinite ; 
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tliat  is  to  say,  tlie  Notes  and  the  Voice,  Daseyu  and 
Seyn,  have  fallen  equal,  have  fallen  identical.  So  far 
as  there  is  Notification,  there  is  Voice ; and  so  far  as 
there  is  Vfiiee,  there  is  Notificsition ; or  so  far  as 
there  is  definite  Being,  there  is  infinite  Being,  &c. 
There  is  present  but  a single  ideality,  which,  at  the 
same  time,  is  rather  a single  Many  than  a single 
One.  We  have  before  us,  so  to  speak,  a sentient 
material  breadth  ; so  far  as  there  is  sentiency  there 
is  matter,  and  so  far  as  there  is  matter  there  is  sen- 
tiency ; the  diffusion  and  the  concentration,  the  exten- 
sion and  the  intension,  are  coincident ; but  there  is  not 
properly  a One  on  either  side — there  is  only  a Being- 
for-One.  We  have,  in  fact,  only  a simple  solution,  in 
which  solvent  and  solvend  are  co-extensive  : but  such 
solution  cminot  be  viewed  as  yet  quite  One  ; it  is  rather 
a self-identical  breadth  than  a self-identical  One. 

From  this  there  will  now  be  little  difficulty  in  read- 
ing (b.)  the  I5eing-for-One. — ‘ There  is  only  a Being- 
for-Other;’  the  notification  reflected  into  the  voice  is 
but  a single  system,  a single  Being-for-other,  and  so  a 
Being-for-one.  Tlie  notification  is  the  sublated  other ; 
the  voice  is  at  once  sublatedness  of  this  other,  and 
referent  of  itself  to  itself  as  to  this  sublated  other : the 
voice,  then,  like  the  sublated  notification,  is  also  only 
for-One.  The  conclusion,  ‘ God  is,  therefore,  for  him- 
self so  far  as  he  is  himself  that  that  is  for  him,'  is  not 
only  of  virst  importance,  but  of  simple  intclligiblcness. 

Kemauk. 

What  is  said  about  the  expression  peculiar  to  the 
Germans  when  inquiring  into  the  tcJuit  sort  or  the 
quality  of  any  man  or  thing.  What  for  a man  is  he  ? — 
What  for  a thing  is  it  ? — sheds  a quite  decisive  light 
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on  tlie  distinction  in  question,  the  Being-for-One.  Tlie 
applicability  of  the  jihrase  reflexion-into-sclf  here  comes 
out  very  clear.  The  general  sense  of  this  passage 
enables  us  to  see  that  Hegel’s  fiir  is  for,  and  not 
Seyn-fiir-Anderes,  therefore,  is  Being-for-another,  not 
as  another.  Nevertheless,  what  is  for  another  is  m 
that  other  ; what  is  for  consciousne.ss  is  as  conscious- 
ness, is  in  the  form  of  consciousness,  is  consciousness ; — 
there  is  a small  ihalectic  here  that  would  have  pleased 
Hegel.  The  substitution  of  as  instead  of  for  in  the 
relative  expressions  of  the  paragraph  that  follows  will 
contribute  towards  the  general  light. 

This  hght  is  Idealism,  and  there  is  that  in  the  second 
paragraph  liere — as  also  in  the  fii^st — to  render  it  irre- 
sistibly intelligible  if  not  irresistibly  convincing.  One 
here  can  as  little  resist  believing,  as  resist  seeing,  the 
object  echpsed  into  the  subject,  and  both  constitutive 
only  of  a single  ideal  Being-for-One. 

In  this  Remark  there  follow  further  words  of  the 
most  penetrative  lucidity  as  regards  Idealism  in  general, 
and  the  Idealisms  of  Spinoza,  Malebranche,  Leibnitz, 
Kant,  and  Fichte  in  particular.  In  these  critiques  the 
strokes  are  few  and  single,  but  each  is  a creation,  or 
each  is  a destruction.  Philosophy  is  complete  or  in- 
complete only  as  it  is  complete  or  incomplete  Idealism. 
This  is  plain,  for  the  only  quest  of  Philosophy  is  prin~ 
ciples,  unities ; and  it  ought  to  be  plain  to  u.s,  as  it  has 
been  very  plain  to  Hegel,  that  such  quest — to  be  com- 
plete— can  only  terminate  in  the  principle,  the  unity, — 
a result  which,  as  expressing  all  eclipsed  into  one,  is 
and  can  be  only  Idealism.  But  has  any  Philosophy 
hitherto  either  seen  this  or  done  this?  Of  any  Philo- 
sophy yet  has  the  principle  been  anything  else  than  an 
abstract  conception,  or  just  an  abstract  utterance,  in 
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tlie  face  of  wliicli  the  actual  still  smiled  uncoujured? 
By  here  a stroke  and  there  a stroke,  Hegel  demon- 
strates this  to  be  the  state  of  the  case  both  with  Spinoza 
and  the  Eleatics.  Justice  is  done  to  the  character 
and  to  the  greater  perfection  of  the  scheme  of  Male- 
branche,  at  the  same  time  that  this  latter  is  reluctantly 
undermined  and  respectfully  removed.  It  is  impossible 
to  praise  too  highly  the  extraordinarily  pregnant,  lucid, 
and  comprehensive  summarj^  here,  or  the  equally  extra- 
ordinary dexterity  with  which,  a support  or  two  being 
undone,  the  whole  structure  is  made  to  crumble  and 
vanish  before  our  eyes.  It  is  as  if  art  Avonderfully  lit 
up  a sudden  universe, — as  wonderfully,  as  suddenly,  to 
withdraw  it  again. 

I'lie  critique  of  Leibnitz  is  equally  masterly.  The 
incongniities,  the  ga[)ing  edges,  the  incoherences,  the 
general  gratuitousness  of  the  entire  scheme,  are  all 
touched  into  .such  intensity  of  light  tliat  the  whole 
vanishc.s.  Such  episodes  as  these  assist  us  greatly  as 
regards  an  understanding,  ns  well  of  tlie  painful  abstrac- 
tions of  the  text,  as  of  tlie  aims  and  objects  of  Hegel 
in  general.  By  this  Idealism  ‘ lying  more  within  the 
limit  of  the  abstract  notion,’  is  probably  meant  that  it 
is  more  an  affair  of  abstract  notions,  and  just  of  subjec- 
tive imagination  in  general,  than  the  Idealism  of  Malo- 
branche,  which  followed  nearer  the  stream  of  the  actual. 

‘ Sliould  one  remind  us  that  this  movement  of  thought 
falls  itself  wuthin  an  ideating  monad,  &c. — the  ideating 
monad  alluded  to  i.s,  of  course,  Leibnitz  himself — Ix'il> 
nitz,  too,  conceiving  other  monads  the  same  as  himself. 

The  remark  ends  with  a single  but  cflective  word  as 
regards  tlie  Thing-in-itsclf  of  Kant,  and  the  Ansto.ss  of 
Fichte,  the  appulse,  the  unimaginable  stone  of  olfence, 
the  reflecting  plane  from  which  the  Ego’s  own  energy 
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returns  to  himself  as  tlie  object.  To  Kant  all  that  is 
in  the  subject  is  his  own,  whether  in  the  shape  of 
sensations  or  in  that  of  categories : Kant,  however, 
postulated  still  Things-in-themselves  as  sources  of  the 
sensations.  Fichte  again  placed  these  Things-in-them- 
selves also  in  the  subject  under  the  name  of  an  Anstoss, 
a soimee  of  refle.xion,  which  was  in  the  subject  and  out 
of  the  subject,  and  performed  for  the  subject  all  the 
functions  of  Things-in-themselves.  Manifestly  either 
expedient  can  only  be  said  to  be  the  Ego’s ; it  is  not 
traced  to,  it  is  not  resolved  into,  the  Ego ; it  remains  a 
free  other  or  otherwiseness,  a negative  and  independent 
Ansichse3-n  ; it  is  assumed  in,  but  it  stays  out,  and  is 
never  sublated  by  process  of  pnM>f.  To  the  last,  then, 
there  remains  Dualism,  for  which  there  is  no  cure  but 
Sollen  and  the  Progrcssus  in  Infnitum. — Where  we 
traii-slate  ‘ departure  is  thus  made,  Ac.,’  the  er  of  the 
original  maj'  seem  to  be  evaded : the  antecedent  of  this 
er  was  to  Uegel  most  probablj'  the  Anstoss  ; but  if  we 
go  higher  for  it  and  assume  it  to  be  Anderer  Idealismus, 
we  shall  get  a meaning  that  includes  the  expedient  of 
Kant  as  well. 

c.  Om. 

The  moments  collapsing  into  indistinguishableness, 
immediacj'  (Being)  results  for  the  Being-for-self — a 
negative  immediacy  ; Being-for-self  is  thus  Being-for- 
self-ity,  the  One. — The  transition  here  is  verj’  deli- 
cate, and  the  defining  phrase,  ‘the  abstract  limit  of 
itself,’  infinitely  subtle.  We  saw  this  phrase  before 
in  the  case  of  the  point,  and  it  will  be  irseful  to  look 
back  and  sec  that  the  point  differs  from  the  One  now 
arrived  at  The  point,  too,  is  the  abstract  limit,  but 
in  einein  Daseyn  ; as  point,  there  is  a There-being  at 
its  side  ; here  There-being  has  disiip[)eared. 
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The  reason  for  tlie  externalisation  or  distribution  of 
tlie  moments  is  also  extremely  fine : tliey  must  apjiear 
;vs  separate  independent  units,  seeing  tliat  they  refer  to 
a one  so  absolute  and  negative  : it  is  in  the  form  of 
negative  independent  immediaey,  and  so  must  they  be 
as  its.  We  have  here  the  umbra  of  a Thing  and  its 
Qualities,  and  more  than  that.  As  regards  the  six 
« moments  themselves,  they  will  all  be  found  to  lie  in 

the  one,  by  reflecting  on  what  its  development  has 
brought  along  with  it,  and  what  it  now  imphcs.  ‘Of 
each  determination  thus  its  contrary  must  be  equally 
said.’  This  because  the  sLx  moments  will  be  found  to 
lie  .HO  paired,  and  each  is  as  independent  as  the  other, 
at  the  same  time  that  each  is  inseparable  from  the 
other.  Tality  is  appropriately  used  here,  as  it  is  a 
quality  dependent  on  involution  with  other ; and  the 
determination  results  in  every  ca.se  here  from  involution 
with  other,  which  other  must  also  be  equally  said. 
Looking  back,  the  phra.«e,  ‘There  is  only  one  determina- 
tion present,  the  reference  to  itnel/  of  the  sublation,'  is  an 
exceedingly  happy  one : the  result  can  only  be  Imme- 
diacy, Beimj  ; Fin-sichseyn  is  Fiirsichseyendes,  or  lk;ing- 
for-sclf  is  Being-for-self-ity ; and  again,as  this  Immediacy 
is  the  result  of  a Neyatin^,  from  such  a negated  Being- 
for-self-ity,  ‘all  its  inner  import  has  disiqq)eared,’ — ‘it 
is  the  absolutely  abstract  limit  of  itself — the  One.’  The 
reader  may  still  illustrate  all  this  for  himself  by  a 
reference  to  the  Voice  and  its  Notification.  The  Voice, 
as  unity  of  its  own  self  and  its  notification  (which 
stands  for  the  Seyn-fiir-Eines,  the  Being-for-One),  is 
Fiirsich.seyn,  Being-for-.sclf.  But  there  is  only  one 
determination  present  now — the  reference  to  it.self  of 
the  sublation,  indistinguishable  one-ness,  immediacy. 
Being,  a beent  immediate  one-nc.ss  that  has  resulted 
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from  negation  ; the  voice  thus  is  an  absolutely  abstract 
one,  and,  conceived  as  Thoinjht  or  all  that  w,  evidently 
the  One.  The  voice  so  placed  evidently  implies  negation 
in  general;  then  two  negations,  i.e.  the  negation  of 
itself  by  the  notification  wliich  is  the  first  negation, 
and  the  negation  of  this  negation  back  into  itself, 
which  is  the  second.  The  two  things  negated,  voice 
and  notification,  are,  thirdly,  the  same ; fourthly,  they 
are  directly  opposed ; fifthly,  there  is  reference  to  self- 
identity  as  such  in  the  voice  ; and  sixthly,  it  refers 
negatively  to  its  notification,  but  still  to  itself.  The 
voice  being  thrown  down  into  an  absolutely  abstract 
One,  these  its  moments  seem  thrown  off  from  it,  to 
stand  around  it  externally,  independently,  but  still 
inseparably. 

B. 

ONE  AND  MANY. 

The  One  being  immediate,  its  Moments  are  as  7'here- 
beent.  The  One  still  contains  the  Negative  (which 
Wiis  lately  the  Being-for-One),  and  so,  though  One,  it 
has  still  determination.  In  its  reference  to  Self  the 
One  is  still  ^//’-determination,  and  icithout  end,  entirely, 
infinitely.  These  differences,  the  determination  and 
the  Self-detennination,  are  now,  in  the  immediacy 
that  has  come  in,  beent.  Ideality  is  transformed  into 
Reality,  the  hardest  and  abstractest, — One.  But  the 
determinateness  of  the  Beingness  is  as  opposed  to  the 
infinite  negation  of  the  Self-determination,  or  what  the 
One  is  in  itself,  that  it  is  now  in  it.  The  negative, 
that  is,  is  distinguished  as  other.  The  unity  is  now  a 
reference,  and  as  Negative  unity  it  is  negation  of  itself 
as  of  another. 

We  arc  to  conceive  the  Negative  as  One  and  identical 
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witli  the  One.  We  are  to  conceive  also,  nevertheless, 
that  within  the  One  there  is  a traffic  of  the  One  with 
its  own  Negative,  so  that  also  within  the  One  a cerUiin 
Diremption  ttikes  place — a certain  rise  of  an  sich  into 
an  ihin,  of  in  itself  into  in  it — to  the  distinction  of  the 
One  from  the  One.  The  One  is  as  One,  but  it  is  a 
negative  One  : this  it  is  m ibielf ; this  it  is  also  in  it ; 
that  is,  this  it  is  distinguishably  to  its  own  self ; but 
if  it  is  this  distinguishably  to  its  own  self,  it  sots  itself 
as  another,  ‘ it  is  the  negation  of  itself  as  of  another, 
Exclusion  of  the  One  as  another  out  of  itself.’ 

The  Determination  of  an  absolute  One — the  notifi- 
cation of  the  voice — is  evidently  its  negative.  The  im- 
mediacy introduces  the  fonn  of  Being,  and  the  moments 
become  external  to  each  other.  Even  shrunk  into  its 
abstraction,  the  One  is  intensely  heenf  and  its  moments 
are  independently  77«??’c-beent.  Ideality  is  Bealit5^ 
The  development  here  is  so  abstract  and  subtle,  that 
there  is  great  difficulty  in  getting  the  true  Vorstellung 
for  the  BegrifT,  the  true  Conception  for  the  Notion. 
A plural  outer  world  is  not,  however,  to  be  too  soon 
disengaged  : the  One  is  to  be  left  in  simple  traffic  with 
the  negative  as  negative.  What  jmzzles  the  reader, 
and  even  an  attentive  one,  is  that,  the  moments  being 
reciprocal,  there  is  a difficulty  of  perceiving,  which 
Hegel  intends  the  One  to  be  in  as  CKcXwling,  and  which 
as  excluc?c</.  But  the  metaphor  of  the  voice  is  still 
applicable.  Notification  and  voice  are  identified  in 
the  one  unity,  the  voice  —but  this  is  immediacy.  Being; 
notification  and  voice  both  are ; the  determinatene.ss  of 
Being  stands  o]>posed  to  the  infinite  negation  ; that  is, 
the  Notes  are  opposed  to  the  infinite  negation  of  them 
— the  one  voice  which  is  negative  in  that  it  absorbs 
them,  and  infinite  in  that  it  is  entire,  totum  et  rotamlum. 
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Wliat  tlie  voice  is  in  itself,  it  is  now  in  it,  or  the  Notes 
(the  Negative)  rise  in  it  and  show,  and  so  on.  It  just 
comes  to  this,  tlie  moments  re-assert  anew  their  dif- 
ference; tlie  determination  (the  Negative)  separates 
from  its  recipient  negation,  and  fresh  distinctions  arise. 
The  poles,  reiU  and  ideal,  or  material  and  formal, 
which  have  just  collapsed,  re-extricate  themselves  for 
a further  collapse  on  a higher  stage.  And  this  is  the 
case  universally  with  Hegel : detiich  anywhere  the 
smallest  particle  of  his  ma.ss,  and  it  will  be  found  mag- 
netic like  the  mass  itself ; it  will  throw  itself  in  poles, 
one  of  reahty  and  one  of  ideality,  but  neither  of  which 
is  less  real  or  more  ideal  than  the  other ; so  that  the 
whole  is  an  absolute  ideality  that  is  at  the  same  time 
an  absolute  reality.  This  we  see  in  the  very  first  fonn. 
Being,  Nothing,  and  Becoming.  At  fimt  sight,  one 
thinks  of  artifice  ; one  says  to  oneself.  Give  me  what  is 
at  once  alFirmative  and  negative,  identical  and  non- 
ideuticud,  and  I will  make  anything  you  like  of  it;  but 
one  calms  oneself  when  one  looks  to  the  actual  and 
sees  what  is  there — above  all,  when  one  reflects  that 
these,  after  all,  are  but  ex])ressions  of  the  one  living 
notion  itself  which  contracts  to  an  atom  and  expands 
to  a world.  The  an  ihni  must  be  viewed  as  a certain 
rise  of  the  an  sich  into  visibility  ; the  abstract  barren 
bottom  of  the  vase  becomes  the  pregnant  middle. 
What  has  been  just  said,  t(JO,  must  be  seen  to  be  oiJy 
preliminary  to  what  follows  under  the  minuscules, 
a,  b,  c. 


a.  The  One  in  its  own  self. 

It  appears  contradictorj^  after  what  we  have  just 
read,  to  find  the  One  unalterable ; and  the  whole  in- 
dustry  may  seem  a mere  trifling,  a mere  playing  with 
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words.  But  wliat  wo  have  just  read  (immediately 
under  B)  is  only  ])reliminary,  and  it'  we  but  look  close, 
we  shall  really  find  this  one  sentence  that  ends  in 
unalterable  to  be  genuine  Metaphysic : the  Ab.solute, 
God,  is  really  so  determined  when  Thought  contem- 
plates him  as  the  One  in  its  own  self,  i.e.  in  its  irre- 
.spective  Absoluteness.  This  may  be  a hint  to  the 
reader  that  it  depends  on  hinrself  all  through,  whether 
the  words  of  Hegel  shall  remain  abstract  and  words 
only,  or  shall  become  concrete  and  alive — Things. 
The  Notion,  followed  only  in  its  naked  nerve,  is 
thin  to  invisibility  ; and  the  words  that  cannot  seize 
it,  or  rather  that  dp  not  seize  it,  for  the  reader,  break 
asunder  into  an  externality,  as  idle  and  contemptible, 
as  trodden  nutshells : with  him  it  rests,  however,  to 
look  till  these  broken  nutshells  cohere  into  a trans- 
parent, plastic  menstruum  which,  not  shows,  but  is 
the  Notion  ; with  him  it  rests  to  expand  the  same  into 
Vorstellungen  which  are  the  univei'se ; for  all  here  is 
sub  specie  leterni. 

This  section  (a)  is  very  imporUmt  in  several  respects. 
In  the  first  place,  the  development  is  sufiiciently  simple, 
and  requires  not  the  a.ssistance  of  rejietition  in  another 
form,  but  only  the  touch  of  a word  here  and  there. 
The  conclusion  drawn  of  the  unchangeableuess  of  the 
One,  contains  yet  another  lesson  for  us  ; it  may  teach 
us  to  remain  true  to  our  thoughts,  and  not  to  interrupt 
them  by  the  contradictions  of  a divided  reference,  the 
end  of  which  is  but  foolish  wonder,  perplexity,  doubt, 
ignorance. 

An  ihm  selbst  ist  das  Eins  uberhaupt — there  is  here 
in  the  very  position  of  the  woi'ds  the  usual  Hegelian 
occult  fulness  of  thought ; to  translate  it,  ‘ In  its  self  ’ 
means  any  ‘ one  ’ on  the  whole,  will  show  this.  I’er- 
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ccption  of  tliis  must  have  been  in  Hegel’s  liead,  other- 
wise it  would  have  been  natural  to  begin.  The  one  in 
its  own  self  is  the  one  on  the  whole,  &c. 

The  Seyn,  Being,  that  is  referred  to  as  indeterminate, 
but  not  in  the  same  way  as  the  One,  is,  of  course,  that 
we  began  with. 

We  have  here  three  very  instructive  specimens  of 
tliat  troublesome  word  Setzen,  which  even  mutuatiou 
does  not  yet  seem  to  have  laid  : these  are  genetztes 
Insiehseyn,  net  (settled)  Being-within-self ; diess  NichUi 
ist  eiu  Gcsetztes,  this  Nothing  is  a set  issue ; and  So 
diess  Nichts  gesetzt  als  in  Einem,  tliis  Nothing  so- 
detennined  and  as  in  a.  The  French  constater  would 
very  perfectly  render  Setzen  in  all  these  expressions, 
and  the  French  constater  means  to  ascertain,  to  deter- 
mine, to  settle,  to  establish,  to  fix,  &c.  Of  the.se  En- 
glish words,  the  word  determine  is  the  best  in  the 
sense  of  to  make  out  and  establish,  a sense  somewhat 
difl'erent  from  that  contained  in  it  when  used  to  trans- 
late bestimmen,  in  which  case  it  means  to  sjiecificate, 
notify,  chanu;terise,  &c.  Li  the  first  of  the  three 
examples,  we  have  the  absolute  before  us.  One,  but 
full ; its  circle  of  determination  complete  within  it, 
absolutes  Bestimmtseyn,  Abs<jlute  Detenu ined-Nes.s — 
what  is  this  but  consummate  Insiehseyn,  Insiehseyn, 
Being-witliin-Self,  just  as  such  ? In  this  sense  it  is 
gesetztes,  a certain  somewhat  just  definitely  established 
and  determined  as  that  certain  somewhat.  The  Being- 
W'ithin-self,  here,  therefore,  is  just  the  Being-within-self, 
itself — Arthur,  ‘ not  Lancelot  nor  another.’  Thus  it 
is  gesetztes  Insiehseyn,  set  (settled)  Being-within-self, 
Being-witbin-self  in  actual  jmsition,  formally  posited, 
Being-within-self,  as  such,  Being-within-.«elf  e.rplicit. 
In  the  second  instance,  it  results  from  the  simple 
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inconi[)osite  immediacy  of  tlie  One  that  there  is  No- 
ihimj  in  it,  and  tliis  notliing  is  called  ein  Qesetztes,  a 
set  issue.  Now  the  meaning  is  tliat,  a concrete  having 
gone  away  before  us  into  an  abstract  (the  concrete 
Being-witliin-self  into  the  abstract  oneness  Nothing),  it 
is  for  tliis  reason  that  Nothing  here  is  a Gesetztes  ; it 
is  put  as  an  E.vplicit  liere  for  another  ; the  concrete  lias 
set  or  settled  into  this  abstract ; it  is  a set  issue,  a settled 
(together)  Explicit,  a settled  consetjuent  or  resultant,  a 
consequent  or  resultant  settled-ity  : the  miter  in  a wink 
is  ice.  Being- within-self  in  a wink  is  Nothing ; — this 
Nothing  is  a Gesetztes — it  results  from,  it  replaces  an- 
other, it  is  an  Explicit.  It  may  also  be  named  a Deter- 
mined or  a Determinate,  this  having  determined  into 
that.  From  all  this,  it  is  evident  that  the  common 
meaning  of  the  words  will  not  suffice  us  here,  unless 
we  can  contrive  to  immerse  them  ever  and  anon  in  the 
secret  light  of  Hegel’s  own  thinking.  Ein  Gesetztes, 
then,  is  the  e.xponcnt  consequent  or  the  resultant  E.x- 
plicit  of  a transition,  almost  as  if  it  were  an  ex-occultate. 
The  third  gesetzt  just  means  constituted:  so  constituted 
a Nothing  in  a or  in  a one  is  just  the  void.  The  reader 
will  observe,  however,  that  the  very  same  process  is 
pictured  in  this  constituted  as  in  the  other  words.  The 
word  mutilate,  too,  the  jirocc-ss  of  transition  or  maliation 
it  involves  being  considered,  will  convey  the  meaning 
of  eveiy  one  of  the  three  expressions : in  the  first,  we 
have  niutuated  Being  •within-self , in  the  sense  of  some- 
thing formally  niutuated,  formally  expressed  or  stated 
after-process — in  a word,  it  is  Being-within-self  e.rpre.<ts 
(and  the  direct  or  derivative  sense  must  here  be  seen 
to  coquet  with  the  ordinary  one) ; in  the  second,  the 
Nothing  is  very  evidently  a mutuate,  an  overt  repre- 
sentative of  another  after-process — here,  too,  in  a word. 
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an  exjjression  (in  the  double  sense — and  of  another) ; 
and  in  the  third,  ‘ this  notliing  so  mutaated  or  ex- 
pressed,’ conveys  the  same  meaning  on  the  same  terms. 
Again  the  meaning  of  setzen  has  grown  on  us. 

It  ■will  scarcely  be  nece.ssary  to  make  any  remark  on 
the  exquisite  felicity  of  the  extrication  of  the  void  or 
vacuum.  Only  the  inexperienced  reader,  always 
stniggling  painfully  against  the  feehng  of  being  just 
lost,  may  once  again  in  Ids  bewilderment  cry  out,  But 
what  is  this — what  does  it  all  mean  ? One  thing  it 
docs  not  mean,  and  that  is  creation — what  is  commoidy 
meant  by  creation.  Creation,  in  this  sense,  does  not 
exi.st  to  a Hegel.  It  is  not  to  be  supposed,  then,  that 
Hegel  has  the  slightest  desire  here  to  make  the  vacuum 
— to  create  empty  space.  This  is  Logic  ; we  have  to  do 
here  only  with  thoughts  ; there  is  no  question  here  of  a 
single  dust-atom,  nor  even  of  the  space  it  might  occupy. 
But  we  have  here,  nevertheless,  the  genetic  thouijkt  of 
a Void.  There  is  evidently  progress  in  this  world;  init 
progress  is  a thought,  and  cannot  exist  in  outward  matter. 
This  alone  is  a guarantee  of  the  ideal  fundamen,  of  the 
intellectual,  of  the  spiritual  nature  of  the  Absolute  of 
the  world.  Let  us  a.ssume  it  so,  then.  Thought  is  the 
Absolute,  or — to  use  the  common  parlance — the  nature 
of  things  (natura  rerum)  is  Thought.  But  Thought 
being  this,  and  the  life  of  Thought  being  progress,  a 
Beginning  is  postidated.  But  this  Beginning  is  just — 
Thought  is\ — that  is,  the  beginmng  is  Being,  Seyn. 
Thought  now  starting  thus  with  itself  and  with  this  as 
beginning  evolves  out  of  its  own  ncce.ssity  by  virtue — 
and  that  is  necessity — of  its  own  triple  lle.xions  (which 
flexions  on  a certain  considerably  advanced  stage  of 
the  evolution  name  themselves  Simple  Apprehension 
(Understanding),  Judgment,  and  Reason)  the  whole 
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articulation  of  its  own  innate  constitution.  Now 
tlirougli  Hegel  we  have  got  so  far  on  with  this  series 
of  articnlation  or  articulate  scries ; so  far  that  we  have 
reached  the  Thoiu/ltt  of  the  vacuum — the  development 
of  an  actual  There-becuit  vacuum  is  another  affair,  and 
has  jx-t  to  be  waited  for.  Let  the  reader,  then,  see 
that  as  yet  we  have  to  do  only  with  Tlioughts,  and  as 
they  evolve  tliemselves  out  of  each  other  by  their  own 
necessity  (which  means,  in  obedience  to  the  native 
flexions  of  the  concrete  Notion) ; — Imt  let  him  see  as 
well  that  tliese  thoughts  are  the  thoughts  of  Things, 
and  that  they  constitute  what  is  essential  in  Things, 
that  without  which  Things  were  not,  or  that  witliout 
which  it  would  be  imjiossible  to  say  ichat  these  Things 
were.  Tliis  ought  to  assist  tlic  reader  to  orient  him- 
self 

1).  The  One  and  the  Void, 

‘ The  One  is  the  Void  as  the  abstract  reference  of  the 
Negatimi  to  itself : ’ here  the  reader  ought  to  see  that 
this  ‘ Negation  ’ is  Thouglit  itself  Thought  is  the  One, 
but  the  reference  of  a One  to  itself  can  only  be  abstract; 
that  is,  this  reference  is  tlie  reference  of  a Negation  to 
itself ; — Thought  in  self-reference  as  only  One  has,  so 
to  speak,  the  sentiment  of  Negation,  though  sentiment 
as  sentiment  belongs  to  another  sphere.  The  mechanism 
by  which  the  dif-ference  is  e.rpress,  e.rplicit,  patent,  or 
simply  understood  and  acccjited,  is  very  fine,  and 
ge.setzt  is  again  illustrated.  ‘ Has  again  reached  a state 
of  There-being  ; ’ the  original  is  simply  ‘ has  reached  a 
There-being,’  and  Hegel  would  probably  not  have  likcnl 
the  addition  ‘ state  of ; ’ but,  perhaps,  it  will  a.ssist 
realisation  of  the  position,  and  not,  on  the  whole,  injure 
the  development ; for  ‘ to  reac;h  a Tliere-being  ’ is 
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veritably  to.reacli  a palpable  Ilere-ness  or  There-nes.s, 
a definitely  relative,  actual,  existential  state,  though 
most  of  these  words  present  themselves  only  later  in 
the  development.  ‘ The  One  and  the  Empty  (Void, 
Vacuum)  have  as  their  common  simple  basi.s,  the  nega- 
tive reference  to  self ; ’ this  is  c.xquisitely  sim[)ie,  but  it 
is  a flash  that  lights  up  at  once — what  was  impossible 
to  Sir  William  Hamilton,  who  could  never  contrive  to 
crawl  out  of  the  hole  of  this  abyss — the  very  wfmitude 
of  Space.  Here-being  and  There-being  are  of  course 
both  for  Daseyn,  and  though  neither  can  absolutely 
represent  that  word,  the  opposition  of  the  two  phrases 
may  picturesquely  assist  here.  Daseyn  is  always  a 
definite — a palpable  Being-ness  in  relation  to  other. 
The  advantage  of  Daseyn  is,  that  Hegel  gets  out  his 
usual  irony  in  it — a sense  that  coquets  between  its 
ordinary  meaning  of  this  Being  here  below,  this  sub- 
lunary life,  this  mortal  state,  and  its  literal  meaning  of 
just  being- there.  Hei'C-being  were  to  be  prefered  in 
English,  perhaps,  because  it  seems  best  to  preserve 
the  equivoque. 


Remark. 

The  Atmniniic. 

We  shall  in  the  fimt  place  supplement  this  Remark 
by  translating  the  form  in  which  it  appeal’s  in  the  third 
edition  of  the  ‘Encyclopaedia.’  There  it  runs  thus : — 

The  Atomistic  Philosophy  is  that  in  which  the  Absolute  is 
determined  as  Being-for-self,  as  One,  and  a.s  plurality  of 
Ones.  The  Repulsion  w'hich  manifests  itself  in  the  Notion 
of  the  One,  has  been  also  assumed  by  it  as  the  primary  and 
original  Force ; not  Attraction,  however,  but— -what  is  just 
the  Thought-less — Chance,  it  is,  which  is  to  bring  the  re- 
sultant plurality  together  again.  The  One  being  fixed  as 
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One,  its  combination  with  any  others  is  certainly  to  be  re- 
garded as  something  quite  external.  The  \'iu.uuun,  which  is 
as.sumed  as  other  principle  to  the  atoms,  is  Kepulsion  itself 
conceived  as  the  heent  nothing  between  the  atoms.  The 
modern  Atomistic — and  Physical  Science  still  retains  this 
principle — has  given  up  atoms  in  .so  far  as  it  takes  to  dimi- 
nutive particles,  molecules;  in  this  way  it  certainly  a.ssists 
sensuous  conception,  but  has  wholly  abandoned  the  deter- 
mination of  Thought.  Further,  a Force  of  Attraction  being 
added  to  that  of  Kepulsion,  the  antithesis  has  been  certainly 
made  complete,  and  we  have  given  ourselves  much  credit  for 
the  discovery  of  these  so-called  forces  of  nature.  Hut  their 
mutual  connection — the  concrete  and  true  interc.st  here — 
requires  to  be  rescued  from  the  obscurity  and  confusion,  in 
which  it  has  been  still  left  even  in  Kant’s  ]Metaphy.sical  Ele- 
ments of  a Science  of  Nature.  In  recent  times,  the  atomistic 
view  has  become  in  Politics  still  more  important  than  in 
Physics,  According  to  it,  the  Will  of  the  Individuals  as  such 
is  the  Principle  of  the  State,  the  source  of  Attraction  (Associa- 
tion) is  the  Particularity  of  our  Needs  and  Greed.s,  and  the 
Universal,  the  State  itself,  is  the  external  relation  of  Contract. 

Tliese  episodes,  wliicli  the  Remarks  constitute,  are 
always  both  agreeable  and  auxiliary.  Ilerc,  for  ex- 
ample, this  searching  critique  of  atomism  rellects  a 
light  both  of  meaning  and  importance  back  on  the  few- 
abstract  w-ords  wdiich  we  have  just  read  in  the  pre- 
ceding paragraph.  Such  original  incisivencss  of  eye 
extends  of  itself  a w'arrant  of  truth  to  the  Ilegelian 
products,  how-ever  trifling  they  may  sometimes  .seem 
when  externally  looked  at.  There  is  matter  in  the 
llemark  as  extracted  from  the  Encyclopaedia  of  later 
development  than  the  position  on  -which  -;ve  a.s  yet 
stand  in  the  Logic-,  and  the  reader  will  do  well  to 
return  to  it  whoi  he  shall  have  comj)leted  Quality. 
The  greater  fulness  of  the  roUtical  allusion  is  the  reason 
which  has  placed  it  here.  Ilegel  is  ahvays  content  to 
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f^ay  tlic  lea.st  possible,  and  here  he  says  no  word  but 
siinjily  place.s  tlie  Political  Confession  (Profession)  of 
the  day  side  by  side  with  Atomism.  This  side  by  side 
is  quite  sufllcient  to  justify  the  general  attitude  of  the 
present  Germans,  whose  slowness  of  Political  movement 
depends  on  quite  other  reasons  than  that  cumbrousness 
and  unwieldincss  which  our  own  scribblers — not  at 
all  blind  in  their  smirking  shallowness,  but  simply  lofty 
in  their  comtitutional  superiority  — compassionately 
ascribe  to  them.  What  Hegel's  mere  indication  sug- 
gests is  concrete  wisdom,  not  the  idle  abstractions  of 
that  empty  conceit  that  knows  better  than  its  neigh- 
bour and  than  all  its  neighbours.  We  may  remark  in 
passing  that  there  is  here  another  utterance  of  Hegel, 
not  without  a[>pliaition  to  Political  Economy,  though 
specially  directed  to  Politics  in  general.  The  passage 
contains  no  point  of  difficulty,  unless  that  bearing  on 
the  Ground  of  Motion.  This  Ground  is  placed  in  the 
Ne(jntive  reference  of  the  One  to  its  Negative.  Now 
we  have  already  said  that  the  voice,  as  absorbing  the 
nolfrication,  could  be  nanxed  the  negation  of  the  latter, 
as  also  that 'this  Siune  latter  constituted,  as  determina- 
tionj  the  negative  of- the  fonner.  Where  we  are  in  the 
development,  .then,'  the  voice?  is.  .One,  and  its  deter- 
■piinatioh,'  its  notification,  is.  /te;  but  in  this  abstract 
oneness — {We  do  not  stop  for  the  particular  develop- 
/pietjtJ—ilic  One  refers.  to  its  own  negative 

(whicli  « "at  bottom  itself,  though  now  presentant  as 
■’there).  JJiitJtegative  re/eft^nce  to  another  is  liepulsion, 
'and-  Rqndsion  of  another  is  ^fotion. 

• . c.  More  w Many  Ones. 

• KErCLijION. 

GHie  first  paragraph  accomplishes  at  full,  what  we  . 
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have  sketched  in  one  or  two  of  the  preceding  sen- 
tences,— the  extrication  of  the  determination,  tlie  nega- 
tive of  the  One  from  the  One  as  an  Other  ; — and  tliis 
amounts  to  More  Ones. 

We  may  remark  tliat  this  extriciition  is  pretty  much 
tlie  secret  of  Hegel.  There  is  an  original  Duality 
which  is  also  not  Two,  but  One ; this  is  the  Original 
Antithesis,  the  Original  Eeciprocity,  the  Absolute,  the 
Notion,  the  single  Necessity,  or  rather  this  is  the  Pro- 
toplast of  Necessity  itself : the  One  and  its  Determina- 
tion are  Two ; but  the  One  is  the  Determination,  and 
the  Determination  is  the  One.  What  is  tlien,  is  God, 
the  Absolute  Spirit,  who  in  himself  is  Thought.  But 
Thought  is  just  the  Notion,  the  Eccijn-ocal  Unity, 
the  Necessity  which  we  have  just  seen : it  distinguishes 
itself  from  itself ; it  is,  and  its  determination  also  is ; 
but  it  is  the  infinite  negation  that  absorbs  its  determi- 
nation, and  its  determination  is  the  negative,  the  finite 
negative  of  it ; it  then  is  the  negation  of  the  negation, 
that  in  which  each  side  is  the  negative  of  the  other : 
in  one  word,  this  is  the  pure  negativity.  The  One"  sets 
itself:  this  is  the  whole  secret.  Or  we  may  say,  it 
sets  or  settles  into  itself.  We  may  conceive  Thought  as 
a successive  congealmsnt  into  another.  Water  congeals 
into  ice.  The  ice  is  seen— and  may  be  supposed  to  be 
explicit,  expressed  up  out  of  the  now  occiilt  other, 
the  water.  The  Avater  seems  to  have  gone  together 
into  the  ice,  or  to  have  set  or  settled  into  the- ice.  This 
settled,  viewed  in  its  double  meaning,  the  one  from 
Avithout  and  the  other  from  Avithin,  is  pretty  much 
Hegel’s  gesetzt,  Avhich  bears  literally  the  force  of  set 
or  settled  together  into,  and,  applied  to  Thought,  that 
of  determined,  established,  decided,  &c.  It  is  this  life 
of  the  One,  then,  an  Explication,  Exposition,  or  even 
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an  extrusion  and  ejection,  which  hius  led  Hegel  to  the 
use  of  tills  peculiar  word  Setzen.  All  is  a Gesetztseyn, 
a mutilation  or  promutuation  of  the  infinite  One  that 
ever  is.  There  is  but  the  Voice  and  its  Notification. 
The  Voice  is  the  Absolute  Se)'u  ; and  the  Notification 
is  its  infinite  Werden.  Tlie  Universe  is  but  the  gloiy 
of  God ; Existence,  but  the  sport,  the  play  of  himself 
with  himself.  In  an  extract  from  Kant,  we  saw  Ci'ca- 
tion,  Schbpfung,  alluded  to  in  its  original  sense  of 
scooping  or  drawing  up.  This  may  have  proved 
suggestive  to  Hegel,  who  views  creation  as  but  this 
sublation  of  God  up  out  of  himself,  this  voluntaiy  in- 
voluntarj'  scooping  or  drawing-up  of  God  himself  out 
of  himself.  To  sa)',  then,  that  creation,  or  that  exi.st- 
ence,  is  but  Gesetztseyn,  settlement,  has  its  own  pic- 
turesque truth  of  meaning,  wdiether  we  view  tlie 
process  as  taking  place  in  the  physical  or  in  the  intel- 
lectual world.  The  process  of  the  Logic,  then,  is  to  be 
conceived  as  the  process  of  God  ; and  Hegel  meant  no 
metaphor,  hut  literal  truth,  when  he  named  this  pro- 
cess ‘ the  demonstration  of  God  as  lie  is  in  his  eternal 
es-sence  before  the  creation  of  Nature  and  a single 
finite  Spirit.’  Now  of  this  whole  process,  the  one 
secret  is  the  secerning  of  the  One’s  determination  out 
of  the  One — in  the  end,  indeed,  to  restore  it^  again, 
leaving  but  the  Ab.sohite  Spirit  and  his.  eternal  and 
infinite  life.  The  Negation  turns  on.  its  Negative ; tliat- 
is,  settles  into  its  Seyn,  its  Being,  which  is  at  fimt  neces- 
sarily indefinite — Hence,  the  whole  ! 

As  regards  the  expression,  ‘ as  they  stand  in  a,  or  in 
one  reference,  their  dilTerence  is  (fesetzt,’  the  meaning 
may  be,  as  the  Two  are  in  One,  their  dilTerence  is  ex- 
press (expressed);  the  sense  being  an  equivoque  of 
physical  or  direct  Expression,  and  of  intellectual  or 
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reflected  E.\pression.  Tlie  diflerence  is  settled,  infeiTcd, 
understood,  tiiken  I'or  granted,  accepted,  &c.  A.  and  13. 
are  married  people,  but  they  have  separated  : when  it 
is  said  the  cau.se  of  tliis  separation  is  not  A.,  then  B. 
may  be  said  to  have  settled  or  to  be  settled,  or  to  be 
ex-pressed  as  tlie  cause.  An  eflTect  may  be  vie'wed  as 
tlie  ex-pression  of  its  cause.  Ice  is  an  expression  of 
water.  In  manipulating  mathematical  formula;,  we 
get  new  expressions.  ^V]lethcr  physically  or  meta- 
physically, then,  the  overt  mutuate  of  another  after- 
process is  the  expression  of  this  otlier  which  is  now 
occult — occult  in  the  Ex-pression.  What  A.  implies 
is  e.rpress  or  e.iplieit  when  overtly  set,  settled,  or  deter- 
mined as  B. : A.,  then,  ex-pre.sses  or  determines  B.,  and 
vice  versa.  The  process  always  is  a settbng,  setting,  or 
congealment  of  A.  to  the  Ex-pres.sion  of  B. — this 
whether  in  Nature  or  in  Thought ; it  is  a reciprocal 
occidtation  into  Appearance,  a reciprocal  sun-setting 
into  a recijirocal  sun-rise. 

The  reference  of  the  negation  to  the  negation  as  of 
another  to  its  other,  this  may  be  put,  the  reference  of 
the  One  in  its  negation  to  its  negation  as,  Ax — ‘The 
Being-for-self  .of-  the  One  is  essentially  the  Ideality  of 
riie-Thcre-being  and  of  the  Other the  Vtnee  is  essen- 
Bijly' tJ>5*!Ido;al;fy  of  the  Notification,  which  in  the 
,.deVx%)uientMs;  now  . as’ ThereTbeing  and 

. • • i ’»/^otliej  r'Ot^refei’B  itself  not’.as  to.auothea’,  but  only 
- _ _ ' - ■'to,  itself  the  gencrftT-refe'rence  . of  the- Vtiiei?,' though 
• * .’".'its  notilication  is  now  distinguished  and  ex-pressed  as 
_ so-aiid-st),  is  still — and  even  in  that  regard — to  itself. 
•'  Still  the  Voice  is  fixed  as  One,  as  One  that  is  per  se,  a 
direct  oKistence',  coi&equeutly,  its  netieUive  reference — 

• • ■ as  to  its  notification — is  as  to  a Beent,  and,  the  uega- 
‘ ' tivity  of 'the  reference  xonsidered,  to  a There-beent 
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and  another.  But  this  other,  the  notification,  is  still 
essentially  reference  of  the  One,  the  Voice,  to  its  own 
self : it  is  not  then  indeterminate  negation,  not  the  mere 
Void  ; it  is  itself  One — a plurality  of  Ones. 

The  next  paragraph  is  ea.sy.  It  (this  last  step)  is  not 
quite  a Becoming;  a relative  Becoming,  proceeding,  that 
is,  from  Beiny,  ought  to  come  to  Nothiiiy,  but  here  it  is 
just  One  coming  to  Ones.  The  One  that  is  referred,  the 
notification,  has  the  negative  in  its  reference  to  the 
Voice,  and  vice  versa.  What  we  have,  then,  is  just 
only  the  One’s  own  inherent  reference — the  inherent 
reference  of  the  Voice  itself.  But  this  inner  reference 
implies  duality ; that  is,  the  One,  the  Voice,  repels 
itself,  in  the  shape  of  the  notification,  from  itself,  in 
the  shape  of  the  Voice,  or — the  One’s  own  negative 
Self-reference  is  Eepulsion.  (Evidently  Self-reference 
must  always  be  of  this  nature  where  there  is  a One 
possessing  a Determination,  an  articulate  circle  of 
manifestations.) 

‘ This  repulsion  thus  as  positmi :’  position  is,  of 
course,  here  for  Setzen,  and  may  be  varied  by  Settlement, 
Ex-pression,  Ex-position,  Explicit-ment,  or  any  other 
similar  expedient  that  may  be  calculated  to  convey  a 
notion  which  now  ought,  at  least,  to  be  tolerably 
familiar.  This,  repulsion  is  evidently  that  belonging 
to,  or  inherent  in,  the.  Notion  itself;  it  occurs  within 
tlie.  Notion,  it  is  cm  sick  or  ansich.seyend,  m itself,  or 
in-itself-bei/nt.  The  difierence  of  the  repulsion  of  outer 
reflexion  is  plain;  this  latter  presents  it.self  as  an 
alre.'uly  existent  mutual  holding-off  of  Ones  just  so 
found.  ‘ Sell  on  ■?•(?;•/( ««(?(?«,’ — there  is  a great  temp- 

tation to  translate  this,  'already  to  the  fore-,  this 
Scotch  phrase  accurately  convoys  the  e(piiroque  of  the 
Vor,  which  is  before  both  in  Space  and  Time — uot  tluit 
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there  is  any  question  as  yet  of  actual  Space  and 
Time. 

The  becoming  of  tlie  plurality  cannot  be  called  as 
yet  so  much  a being  produced  as  a being  set,  or  as 
a becoming  set,  where  of  course  set  is  the  usual  ex- 
pressed, explicit,  &c.  The  fulcrum  here  is  still  the 
independence  or  absoluteness  of  the  One  and  of  each 
One : it  is  only  its-  own  self  it  repels,  and  this  is  vice 
versil.  Each  is  an  equal  Beent  in  independent  reci- 
procity. 

They  are  thus  mutually  ‘ prae-set,’  as  it  were  ex- 
pressed  or  ex-plicit,  or  so  settled — prae,  i.e.  settled  so 
beforehand,  — and  that  amounts  to  pre-{supyposed  : 
set,  {supYposed,  ex-pressed  b}^  the  inherent  repidsion 
of  the  One  in  its  own  self;  prae  (or  pre),  that  is,  that 
this  was  an  aflair  of  beforehand,  or  already  there,  and 
so  an  arrangement  ‘ set  as  ?/ot  set,’  which  phrase  for 
curt  incisive  vigour  cannot  be  surj)assed.  Their  origin 
through  ex-pression  is  sublated ; they  are  equally  beent, 
equally  self-referent,  or  just  equally  self-referent  Beiints. 

In  such  entire  isolation,  they  are  not  other  to  other, 
not  for  one  another.  Any  reference  between  them  is 
but  the  void — determined  too  not  as  limit,  but  simply 
as  Non-being. — Virtually  the  thing  is  dinereut,  but  this 
is  the  way  in  which  it  is  now  set.  It  is  competent  to 
some  one  to  object  here,  ‘ Ay,  just  so ; it  is  always  a 
mere  juggle,  never  absolute  truth  ; to  accomplish  what 
j'ou  want,  you  hide  something  and  show  something ; 
and  then,  again,  when  you  (diange  your  mind  and 
want  to  go  on  to  something  else,  you  show  what  you 
have  hidden,  and  hide  what  you  have  shown.’  The 
objection  has  its  own  plausibility',  but  it  must  fall  to 
the  ground,  if  the  whole  advance  of  civili.sation,  the 
whole  progress  of  society,  the  whole  hfe  of  Thought 
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itself  can  be  sho\\Ti  to  depend  on,  and  consist  of,  nothing 
but  this  onwards  and  onwards  of  Settkment  after  Settle- 
ment, E.vpression  after  E.rpression,  Determination  after 
Determination,  Position  after  Position  ; in  wliich  each 
new  Apparent  not  only  rejilaces  but  implies  its  preile- 
cessor  and  all  its  predecessors.  There  is  but  a single 
life  in  the  universe,  and  that  from  bubble  on  the  beach 
to  the  sun  in  the  centre,  or  from  this  dead  sun  itself 
to  the  Spirit  that  lives,  is  a perpetual  Setting.  (It  is 
curious  that  this  word,  directly  to  us  a going  down, 
should  be  now,  indirectly  to  us,  through  Hegel,  a 
rising  up : this  is  but  again  the  infinite  Exchange,  an 
Ebb  and  Flow  that  has  still  an  onward,  the  Systole- 
Diastole  of  the  Li\dng  One.) 

The  repulsion  of  the  One  from  itself  (the  repulsion 
on  the  part  of  the  Voice  of  its  own  Notification  from 
itself),  is  the  Explication  (the  A'j-pression)  of  that 
.which — in  itself — the  One  (the  Voice)  is.  But  In- 
finitude (the  One  absolute  infinite  Voice),  as  exphcated 
or  laid  asunder  (auseinander),  is  here  come  out  of  itself 
Infinitude  (the  endless  units  of  the  endless  Notification 
of  the  eiidleijs  or  Absolute  Voice) ; but  it  is  come  out 
of  it-sclf  through  tlie  immediacy  of  the  Infinite,  of  the 
One — (the  Voice  becoming  immediate  to  itself  just  as 
a -One  has  withdrawn  itself  to  itself  from  its  Notifi- 
cation, which  is  just  thrown  olT  from  it  as  an  endlessly 
Different  and  External).  Tliis  Infinitude  (the  original 
is  simply  Sie,  and  may  refer  to  Eejnilsion,  but  we 
prefer  to  refer  to  the  come-out-of -itself  Infinitude  ; the 
Repulsion,  indeed,  would  involve  the  same  reference) 
is  quite  as  much  a siin[)le  reference  of  the  One  to  One 
(the  endless  Notification  is  still  tlie  One  Voice),  as 
rather  the  absolute  referencelessness  of  the  One  (this 
the  independence  of  the  endless  Notification  as  in  the 
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Negative  reference,  i.e.  as  distinguished  from  the  Voice); 
tlie  former  as  according  to  the  simple  alTirnuitive  refer- 
ence of  the  One  to  itself  (even  in  its  Notification),  the 
latter  as  according  to  the  siime  reference  as  negative 
(Voice  and  Notification  being  distinguished  and  sepa- 
rated). Or  the  plurality  of  the  Ones  is  the  own 
proper  Setting  (£'.r-pression)  of  the  One  (this  in  its 
repidsion,  as  negative  reference  to  its  own  determina- 
tion, which  as  regards  our  ‘ Voice’  is  the  Notification); 
the  One  is  Nothing  but  the  Negative  reference  of  the 
One  to  itself  (this  both  as  regards  the  Universal,  the 
Voice,  and  the  Particular,  the  Notification — this  single 
phrase,  indeed,  is  a statement  adequate  to  the  whole 
case,  and  takes  in  both  aspects),  and  this  reference, 
therefore,  the  One  itself,  is  the  many  ones  (this  is  j)]aiu 
from  the  last  parenthetic  comment — the  Voice  is  the 
Notification,  the  Notification  the  Voice,  or  the  negative 
self-reference  of  the  voice  implies  what  it  negates,  &c.) 

But  just  thus  the  plurality  is  directly  external  to  the  One 
(the  units  of  the  Notification  are  external  to  the  Voice); 
for  the  One  is  just  the  sublation  of  the  Otlierwiseness 
(tlie  One  Voice  brings  its  endless  Ijrood  of  Notification  ; , 
under  its  oyfi\x.  identity),  the  repulsion  (i.e.'.  of. its  deter-  -.  ' 

mination,  the  Notificatioii)  is  its  reference  to  Self  fis-tliej.-  .•.  • ' 
Voice)  and. (so)  simple  equality  with' itself.  • The 'Plu-s' 
rality  of  the  Ones  (the  endless  units' of  tlic  Ntitificalioii)  . 
is  infinitude  as  unconcernedly  self-proc]ucing  Contra-*  ■*  _ 

diction  (i.e.  of  the  Ont*  Voice,  and  of  the  endles.5  ^ • •. 

of  the  Notification,  which,  viewed  here  mfi  .y>ivie, . . - ' ’ , 
attend, 'or  as  the  Absolute,  can  only  be  niimed  a Ckal-  , 
tradictiem  which  infinitely  and  unconcernedly,  repro^ 
duces  itself : this'  paragraph  is  as  a mirror  of  the.  . ‘ 
absolute  and  actual  which  may  be  looked  into— iufi-  ; 
nitely). 
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Remark. 

The  Leibnitzian  Moitad. 

Leibnitz,  in  liis  Monad,  seemed  to  have  reached  the 
conception  of  an  ideating  Absolute ; but  lie  immediately 
fell  into  gross  inconsistencies  and  gratuitous  incum- 
brances. For  instance,  after  assuming  such  Absolute, 
he  unnecessarily  assumed  a plurality  of  such.  This 
plurality  involves  the  repulsion  Avhich  we  have  just 
considered  ; but  Leibnitz,  without  tliought  of  this  re- 
pulsion, conceived  it  only  as  an  external,  abstract,  in- 
diflerent  plurality.  In  it  the  Ones  were  without  rela- 
tion, and  it  itself,  wholly  undeduced,  was  just  assumed 
as  there  and  given.  The  Monad  has  indeed  an  inner 
])lurality,  but  this  affects  not  its  character  as  indifferent 
One,  for  which  any  others  are  as  good  as  non-existent. 
There  is  no  thought  in  Leibnitz  of  deriving  an  outer 
Many  from  an  inner  repulsion.  The  Atomistic  again 
possesses  not  any  thought  of  Ideality  at  all.  Its  atom 
is  but  diy  individuality,  wholly  outer,  without  a 
Within,  which  might  unite  the  genetic  Twain  of  Form 
and  Matter.  Its  j)lurality,  indeed,  is  supposed  to  pos- 
sess mutual  connexion ; but  this  connexion  is  not 
■\\Tought  out  consistently  and  satisfactorily.  The  plu- 
rality of  Leibnitz  is  so  just  by  primordial  decree,  so  tliat 
any  mutual  connexion  in  it  falls  into  the  monad  of 
monads,  or  just — into  the  reflecting  pliilosopher. 

The  last  touch  is  quite  Ilegclianly  caustic,  and  the 
whole  critique  smacks  of  the  usual  iron,  austere  ex- 
haustiveness. 

C. 

REPULSION  AND  ATTR.\CTION. 
a.  Exduxion  of  the  One. 

We  spoke  of  the  ‘genetic  Twain  of  Form  and  Matter,’ 
— nevertheless  premnturelg  be  it  understood,  for  the 
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Twain  liavo  yet  a considerable  road  to  travel  before 
they  assume  these  names.  Still,  it  is  tine  that  the  One 
before  us  (the  Voice)  stands  for  Form,  as  the  ^lany 
(the  Notification)  stand  for  flatter.  We  note  this  as 
Avell  to  indicate  this  prematureness,  as  to  warn  the 
reader  not  to  understand  by  Matter,  as  is  usually  done, 
mere  earth,  mere  inorganic  stuffing.  The  Notification 
stands  in  no  such  relation  to  the  Voice  ; indeed,  there 
is  a mode  of  looking  to  which  the  Notification  would 
appear  the  form  of  the  Voice,  its  native  form  and  circle 
of  forms  : still  the  Voice  has  no  other  matter  than  that 
form  ; that  form  is  what  it  contains  or  hoUls  in  it ; hut 
it  does  not  simply  contain  it,  or  hold  it  in  it — it  is 
identified  with  it;  if  it  is  matter,  it  is  matter  absorbed 
and  assimilated,  matter  organised  and  incorporated 
into  the  Voice  ; it  is  the  Voice  itself,  but  so  viewed  as 
contained  or  held  in ; it  is  its  intent,  its  Inhalt ; — and 
this  is  the  proper  name  for  Matter  when,  as  above, 
ojiposed  to  Form.  All  this,  sis  has  been  said,  is  prema- 
ture, however. 

The  first  paragraph  transforms  active  repulsion  into 
neutral  Exclusion.  The  One  (the  Voice)  self-referent, 
the  for-One  (the  Notifiaition)  self-referent, — both  are 
simply  mutually  exclusive.  This  is  tlie  manifest  con- 
tradiction, that  the  infinite  One  (the  infinite  voice 
relatively  to  its  Notification — the  latter  also,  indeed, 
relativelj’  to  the  fonner)  is  set  or  expre.ssed  in  an  im- 
mediac)'  of  Being.  From  this  immediacy  the  repulsion 
ceases  to  find  itself  repulsion ; it  just  finds  what  it  repels 
there  before  it.  This  is  Exclusion. 

The  plurality,  though  detennined  as  mere  plurality 
and  not  relatively  others,  have  still  in  the  repulsion 
their  common  connexion.  The  amber  at  once  disjoins 
and  conjoins  the  flies. 
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Tlie  repulsion,  then,  is  the  means  of  establishing  them 
in  a Daseyn,  in  a definite  relative  There-being  or  Here- 
being  mutually.  This  is  plain  by  a reference  to  the 
Voice  and  its  Notification,  but  in  the  fonn  to  which 
both  are  now  reduced — infinitude  in  immediacy,  an 
infinitude  of  Ones.  Their  repulsion  is  their  common 
reference ; for  each  is  what  the  other  is  ; or  this  mutual 
repulsion  is  the  ex-pressed  Daseyn,  relative  finite  exist- 
ence, of  the  many  Ones,  for  their  mutual  There-being 
amounts  to  that — it  is  a //ert'-being  that  is  also  There. 
‘ They  negate  themselves  (each  other  mutually),’  &c. : 
this  duplicity  of  translation  is  necessaiy  in  order  to 
convey  fully  Sic  negiren  sich  gegenseitig.  ‘ They  set 
each  other  as  such  that  they  are  only  for-One,’ — each 
takes  the  other  to  be  no  absolute  but  a relative  that 
has  its  affair  in  a One ; they,  then,  in  a body  are  the 
Deing-for-Onc  of  the  Being-for-Self.  ‘ But  they  negate 
just  as  much  at  the  stiine  time  this,  that  they  are  only  for 
One  ; they  repel  this  their  Ideality  and  are.'  All  now 
is  Infinitude  out  of  itself.  Voice  and  Notification  an 
infinitude  of  Notes  mutually  Thcre-bcent — an  infinitude 
of  Therc-beent  voices,  then — each  would  be  for  itself — 
■would  negate  its  only  Being-for-One,  would  repel  its 
Idealitj"  and  simply  be.  The  One  is  Being-for-self  and 
Being-for-One  indistinguishably — a thoroughly  inde- 
pendent voice.  But  each  Note  is  Beent  in  the  many 
Notes  ; the  Being-for-One,  then,  as  it  is  determined  in 
the  Exclusion,  is  therefore  a Being-for-Other.  That  is, 
the  single  Note,  after  all,  is  not  independent,  but 
relative ; its  Being  is  not,  as  it  was  seen  at  fii-st  in  the 
Being-for-Self,  a simple  Being-for-One,  but  in  very  truth 
a Being-for-Other.  This  is  really  what  the  Exclusion 
brings  us  to  in  the  development.  But  observe  the  full 
force  of  such  words  as  Explication  and  Exclusion : they 
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must  bo  taken  at  once  in  reflected  sense  as  they  are, 
and  in  direct  sense  as  tx  fuldimj  out  and  a which 

closing  is  at  the  same  time  a closing  out  Tlie  contra- 
diction which  tlie  word  involves  in  itself — a closing,  a 
movement  inwards,  which  is  a closing  out,  a movement 
outwards  and  so  of  the  others — is  put  to  full  account. 
The  Voice  counter  the  Notification,  a Many  which  it  is, 
but  which  it  also  sublates,  is  ‘ Mhder-spruch,  contra- 
diction unconceraedly  j>roducing  itself:’  we  see  here 
the  same  verbal  equivoque.  But  to  return — each  Note 
then  is  relative,  is  not  for  itself,  but  for  One,  and  that 
another  one.  We  can  cany  the  image  to  the  mutual 
relations  of  finite  spirits,  ^len  ; — in  fact,  what  is  here 
is  the  One  Spirit,  and  the  Many  Spirits  whicli  are,  or 
which,  indeed,  is  Wdiat  is. 

Tlie  doid)le  side  in  the  repulsion  or  mutual  negation, 
at  once  of  self-preser\ration  and  of  dissolution,  is  plainly 
brought  out. 

The  next  paragraph  has  the  same  theme.  The  dia- 
lectic seems  too  trenchant ; but  its  eflect  is  mitigaU*d 
by  the  explanation  of  the  next  again  paragraph  that  it 
wa.s  our  cony>arison. 

The  many  Notes  are,  this  their  mutual  reference 
presupposes;  and  they  are  so  far  as  they  at  once  negate 
and  negate  the  negating.  The  double  edge  all  through 
is  subtle  but  not  difficult  to  an  attention  that  will  aj)ply 
itself.  Tiie  double  edge  is  this:  in  that  each  is  negated, 
it  is  implied  as  ideal ; but  in  that  it  negates  it  is  real : 
now  both  charactera  come  to  each  here  ; — no  Note  of 
the  Many  but  negates,  no  Note  of  the  Many  but  is 
negated. 

The  paragraph  that  effects  the  transition  into  Attrac- 
tion is  sufficiently  intelligible. 
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Keuauk. 

The  Unity  of  the  One  and  the  Many. 

This  is  in  every  way  a deep  and  admirable  Eemark. 
The  Nature  of  Self-will,  of  the  Bad,  is  most  luminously 
indicated  ; and  the  most  important  lesson  is  thus  read 
us  which  it  is  possible  to  conceive.  In  our  selfishness, 
we  lose  ourselves,  at  the  very  moment  that  we  hug  our- 
selves in  the  thought  that  it  is  but  ourselves  we  gain. 
Even  in  that  we  would  turn  only  to  our  own  selves,  it 
is  only  on  our  own  selves  that  we  have  absolutely  turned 
the  back  The  One  is  the  Many,  the  Many  is  the  One. 
Eeconciliation,  then,  is  to  abandon  the  One,  which  is 
but  the  Negativity  of  Self ; or  rather  not  to  abandon 
it,  but  to  turn  it  towards  the  Many,  identifying  that 
which  it  assumes  to  be  ordy  its  negative,  as  its  own 
genuine  and  true  Self. — What  we  have  here,  placed 
in  connexion  with  that  Atomism,  Political  and  other, 
which  has  been  already  mentioned,  yields  a Moral  or 
a Social  Atomism ; and  such  is  the  historical  attitude 
of  humanity  at  this  very  instant  of  time.  Each  man 
nowadays  seeks  but  himself : everywhere  it  is  but  one 
universal  rivalry  of  individuahty,  and  that  only  an 
external  one.  Self-interest  in  the  form  of  one’s  own 
individual  self-interest,  in  the  form  of  self-will — that  is, 
of  caprice, — has  been  proclaimed  the  only  wisdom, 
and  has  all  but  received  even  legal  enactment.  No 
wonder,  then,  that  at  this  moment  the  whole  social 
fabric  should  be  felt  to  totter.  No  article  of  material 
existence  but  is  sapped  by  self-will : we  ai'e  poisoned 
when  we  would  be  fed ; we  are  in  rags  when  we  would 
be  clothed.  Oiu"  houses  smother  us,  our  bridges  break 
into  chasms  that  devour  us,  even  our  very  roads  rise  up 
as  monsters  to  extirpate  us — and  all  this  because  we 
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have  called  to  Self-interest  to  brand  his  consuming 
mark  into  them.  Nor  is  it  otherwise  with  the  spi- 
ritual side : self-interest,  being  allowed  the  right,  has 
seized  it  too,  and  made  it  material.  Whatever  is 
spiritual  nowadays  is,  just  as  whatever  is  material, — 
a commodity.  But  look  to  the  result — a universal 
revolt  of  the  Will  of  the  Unit  against  the  Will  of  the 
One ! The  best  proof  of  this  state  of  the  fact  lies  in 
this — that  each  one  sees  and  censures  this  condition  of 
things  in  others,  and  is  absolutely  blind  to  it  in  himself. 
The  very  Mistress,  for  e.xample,  who  shall  this  moment 
be  loud  against  the  revolt  of  domestic  servants,  shall, 
the  next,  be  equally  loud  for  the  revolt  of  the  sex.  ‘The 
injustice  to  woman  commences  at  her  birth:  the  parents 
regret  to  find  her  not  a boy ! ’ — Are  we  always,  then,  to 
abstract  the  Difference  and  turn  against  it  ? Nay,  at 
the  very  moment  that  we  turn  against  the  Difference, 
as  but  a Eelative,  as  not  the  Absolute — at  that  very 
moment  is  it  not  the  longing  of  our  whole  soul  actually 
to  make  absolute  this  very  Difference?  This  we,  this 
atom  we  call  we,  is  a very  good  atom  and  the  very  best 
of  atoms,  make  it  immortal  and  absolute  by  all  means  ; 
but  the  Difference ! is  our  atom  but  the  Difference,  and 
is  it  only  against  our  atom  we  turn  when  we  turn 
against  the  Difference  ? Yes,  it  is  even  so ; we  do  but 
abstract  our  own  Difference  and  turn  upon  it ; and  an- 
other Menenius  were  very  acceptable  now  to  persuade  us 
again  into  the  identity  — but  the  differentiated  identity 
— of  the  concrete.  The  social  Atomism  which  sapped 
and  dissipated  Eome,  the  mightiest  empire  that  time 
had  ever  seen,  was  animal  enough  ; but  what  we  wit- 
ness now  is  baser.  The  coldest,  shallowest,  meanest, 
every  way  the  most  miserable  Atomism  of  which 
universal  history  can  speak,  is  Commercial  Atomism, 
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Politico-Economical  Atomism, — the  Atomism  of  Man- 
chester. And  in  this  Atomism,  the  very  arrangement 
which  it  demands  as  best,  is  it,  let  us  say  even  the 
superior  atom,  so  very  much  at  its  ease  ? Rebuked — 
however  superior  it  may  be — by  yet  a superior  supe- 
riority, on  ’change,  in  the  street,  at  church,  in  its  news- 
paper, it  retires  from  the  misery  of  the  day  to  that 
solitary  evening  hour — solitary,  but  alone  the  rose  of 
life  to  it — when,  gnawing  at  still  a difficulty,  and,  not 
yet  enough,  and  comparing  the  ash  of  the  present  with 
the  live-coal  of  the  past,  it  once  again  admires  the 
vanity  of  vanities,  and  bitterly  mellows  itself  towards 
the  oblivion  and  the  Elysium  of  an  eight  hours’  sleep  ! 

Put  there  is  more  here  than  an  exposure  of  Atom- 
ism— Lnmortality  itself  is  here!  The  pure  notion 
has  — in  purity  — followed  its  own  movement,  its  own 
native  dialectic  : the  One  is  Many,  and  the  Many  One ; 
the  Differences  are  in  Identity,  and  Identity  is  in  the 
Differences.  — It  is  impossible  fully  to  expose  to  a 
reader  all  the  burthen  of  these  wonderful  paragraphs : 
each  is  but  a water-drop,  that  and  nothing  more ; 
but  to  him  that  looks  into  it,  it  radiates  into — that 
which  is. 

‘ Each  is  excluding  the  others,’  sounds  not  quite  satis- 
factorily ; still  it  is  literal  and  intelligible. 

b.  The  one  One  of  Attraction, 

This  section  is  sufficiently  exoteric  to  require  no 
comment  Towards  the  end,  the  German  word  which 
is  translated  Extension  is  Umfang : now  Umfang  is 
opposed  to  Inhalt,  as  logical  Extension  to  logical  Com- 
prehension ; but  here,  nevertheless,  something  of  its 
literal  meaning,  its  fang  um,  its  grasp  about,  is  also 
to  be  seen. 

Q 2 
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The  reader  ought  not  to  fail  to  see  here,  however,  the 
divine  seme,  how  all  is  sub  specie  ceterni ; and,  indeed, 
it  ought  to  be  matter  of  wonder  to  him,  how  a simple 
prosecution  of  the  pure  notion  should  be  able  to  lead 
to  such  concrete  Wisdom — the  peace  of  reconciliation, 
the  establishment  of  all  tliose  great  religious  truths 
which,  at  least  lately,  have  had  the  character  rather  of 
aspirations  than  of  known  facts.  Clues  to  the  attitude 
indicated  may  be  attempted  to  be  conveyed  thus  : In 
the  first  paragraph  of  tlie  preceding  Section  (a),  what  is 
tlie  Ml  force  of  that  ‘ exhibited  Contradiction,  In- 
finitude ex-pressed  into  Immediacy  of  Being or  in 
the  last  paragraph,  same  Section,  what  is  the  full  force 
of  that  ‘ going-together-with-Self  ? ’ The  reflexion  must 
be  seen  to  be  double  : if  a consciousness  goes  together 
with  its  own  self,  it  has  certainly  its  own  self  inwardly  ; 
but  in  going  together  with  its  own  self,  it  has  also 
gone  together  with  its  own  self  outwardly ; the  con- 
tracting inwardly  into  its  own  abstract  negativity  is  a 
proportional  dilating  outwardly  into  its  own  self  as 
the  difierences,  its  differences,  the  Objects,  the  seen 
outward  concrete.  Thus  doubly  is  it  a going  together 
with  its  own  self ; and  thus  is  it  the  Dis-played  Con- 
tra-diction— Infinitude  unfolded  into  the  Immediacy  of 
Being.  Here  again,  under  (b),  the  fidl  force  of  the 
one  One  that  is  the  reahsed  Ideality  must  not  be  missed. 
In  a word,  he  who  has  an  eye  to  see  may  know  how 
to  discern  himself  henceforth  secure  in  the  Finite  Li- 
linite,  the  Eelative  Absolute,  with  God  assured  to  him. 
Immortality  assured  to  him.  Free-will  assured  to  him, 
— and  all  this  by  virtue  of  the  simple  Notion. 

c.  The  Reference  of  Repulsion  ami  Attraction. 

Beziehung,  the  German  word  for  Eeference,  has  a 
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stronger  sense  than  its  English  counterpart,  amounting 
to  a he-<lrawing,  as  it  were  a drawing  together,  and 
almost  equivalent  to  connexion.  What  we  have  here, 
then,  are  Eepulsion  and  Attraction  in  mutual  con- 
nexion ; and  by  these  words  we  are  to  understand,  not 
a merely  physical  Repulsion  and  Attraction,  but  a 
Metaphysical  also,  — a repulsion  and  attraction  sub 
specie  ceterni,  in  the  realm  of  thought,  in  the  world  of 
Spirits. 

The  apparent  immediacy  of  the  Eepulsion,  to  the 
foundation  of  the  self-dependent  Ones,  with  the  ap- 
parent— in  the  first  instance  — externality  of  the 
Attraction,  is  the  first  point ; and  to  what  all  this  in 
rerum  natara  is  directed  must  now  be  evident.  Both, 
then,  appear,  in  the  first  instance,  as  abstract,  as  per  se. 

Eepulsion,  thus  alone,  would  be  simply  the  irre- 
trievable dissipation  of  the  Ones.  But  thus,  again,  the 
Ones  were  not,  as  they  are  determined  to  be,  repel- 
lent, excludent.  The  Eepulsion  still  implies  Reference ; 
what  excludes  is  still  in  liaison  with  that  which  is 
excluded.  But  this  is  Attraction  ; repulsion  itself  im- 
plies Attraction.  Abstract  Eepulsion,  and  Beents  only 
ae^-referent,  are  thus  negated. 

Repulsion  and  Attraction,  then,  at  first  view  inde- 
pendent, are,  in  effect,  mutually  presuppositious,  the 
one  of  the  other. 

Each  has  precisely  the  same  constitution ; each  is 
the  other ; and  each  is  so,  not  through  the  other,  but 
through  itself. 

They  are  so  while  merely  relative. 

The  implication  of  Eepulsion  and  the  Ones  is  again 
made  prominent. 

Attraction  is  similarly  gone  into  ; and  its  implication 
of  Many,  even  while  it  would  set  ideality  or  the  One, 
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made  equally  evident.  This,  in  fact,  is  the  true  Meta- 
physic of  the  necessity  of  Thought,  i.  e.  of  Existence, 
that  there  should  be  at  once  and  both  One  and  Many : 
so  some  of  the  weightiest  of  human  interests  are  thus 
brought  to  a settlement. 

Each  negates  itself  and  sets  itself  as  the  other,  and 
the  other  of  itself.  The  Attraction  of  the  There-beent 
units  is  their  ideality,  the  setting  of  the  One.  But  in 
the  One,  Attraction  just  sublates  itself.  To  set  a One 

is  to  be  the  negative  of  itself,  that  is,  Eepulsion The 

thoughts  here  are  sufficiently  fine ; but  they  are  also 
sufficiently  obvious,  and  sufficiently  fact.  The  words 
are  few  and  abstract ; but  if  they  be  gazed  into,  and 
in  the  proper  mood  of  mind,  they  will  expand  to  the 
concrete  — and  that,  too,  with  resolution  of  the  most 
fimdamental  problems  of  existence. 

‘ But  not  only  is  the  In  itself  as  such  long  since 
gone  over  into  the  Being-for-Self : ’ we  are  to  consider 
that  the  development  has  advanced,  and,  moreover, 
that  this  development  is  actuality,  and  not  mere  ex- 
pression of  a book. 

For  this  concluding  paragraph  of  Being-for-Self,  in 
which  QuaUty,  completed,  passes  over  into  its  oppo- 
site, Quantity,  let  us  avail  ourselves  again  of  our  me- 
taphor, the  Voice ; but  let  us  conceive  this  time  that 
it  is  a conscious  Voice.  Well,  this  Voice  is  a One  that 
repels  from  itself  its  own  self  (in  its  Determination,  its 
Notification)  as  its  absolute  (i.  e.  abstract)  Otherwise- 
ness (the  Many).  Its  series  of  Notes  is  just  its  abso- 
lute otherwiseness ; but  also  its  abstract  otherwiseness, 
in  that  it  is  abstractly  looked  at,  and  not,  in  that  re- 
ference, identified  with  itself.  But  in  that  it  refers 
itself  to  this  sequent  Notification,  negatively,  or  as  to 
its  Non-being,  it  sublates  it,  it  refers  itself  in  it  only  to 
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itself.  The  Voice  is  thus  but  a mediation  of  Eepul- 
sion  and  Attraction,  of  a negative  reference  to  itself 
as  setting  the  Notification,  and  of  an  aflirmative  (yet 
negative)  reference  to  itself  as  sublating  it.  The  Voice, 
then,  is  just  this  Becoming,  in  which  its  form  as  Imme- 
diate, as  Beent,  as  beginning,  as  catching-on  (dass  es  an- 
fdngt),  as  Note  in  the  Notification,  and  equally  its  form 
as  result — as  tlie  One,  Immediate,  excludent  Voice  — 
have  disappeared.  The  process,  then,  which  the  Voice 
is,  assumes  the  Voice  itself  always  as  sublated : in  the 
reference  outwards,  it  encounters  not  itself,  but  its 
otherwiseness,  its  Notification,  — there  then  it  is  sub- 
lated ; and  in  its  reference  inwards  it  is  again  sublated, 
in  that  it  sublates  into  itself  that  really  which  it  is  — 
its  Notification.  The  sublation  as  Conscioiumess  is  a 
relative  sublation,  a reference  which  is  a different  Re- 
pulsion and  Attraction  at  once ; or  it  repels  its  Note 
(Object)  as  Note,  and  attracts  its  Note  (Object)  as  its. 
But  Consciousness  becomes  Self-consciousness,  or  the 
Conscious  Voice  becomes  the  Self-conscious  Voice  ; — 
that  is,  through  negation  of  the  mutual  externality,  tlie 
mutual  immediacy  and  There-beingness,  it  goes  over 
into  the  infinite  (the  imended,  the  endless)  reference  of 
mediation,  or  re-mediation.  Again  as  result,  then,  the 
Self-conscious  Voice  (Notification  included,  Notification 
just  it)  is  that  Becoming  that  in  the  retentionlessness 
of  its  moments  (its  Notes)  is  a collapse,  a precipitation, 
a going  together  with  itself  into  simple  immediacy — a 
simple  immediacy  at  once  as  Absolute  and  Infinite  — 
or  a simple  immediacy  at  once  of  its  own  Absolute- 
ness as  Voice,  and  of  its  own  Infiniteness  as  Notifica- 
tion. But  Voice  and  Notification  gone  together  into 
tliis  mutual  indifference  — an  indifference  both  of  One 
and  Many  — an  indifference  in  which  any  reference  to 
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Being  is  sublated,  or  in  which  any  particular  Bcing- 
ness  is  just  iudifierent — have  gone  together  into  simple 
Quantity. 

Bead  in  a similar  mood,  as  it  were,  of  pictorial  re- 
flexion, the  two  remaining  paragraphs,  which  briefly 
sum  together  the  moments  we  have  gone  through,  will 
yield  a similar  captivating  felicity  and  marvellous  far- 
reachingness.  The  qualitativeness  of  the  Voice  and  its 
Notes  is  readily  seen  to  be  founded  on  what  is  meant 
by  Being  or  by  Immediacy.  Again,  the  qualitative 
immediacy  of  any  one  Note  is  seen  to  have  Limit,  De- 
terminateness, so  identified  wdth  its  very  Being,  that 
with  its  alteration  the  Note  itself  disappears  : the  Noti- 
fication presents  itself  thus  as  Finitude.  If  one  con- 
ceive to  oneself  a wandering  light  or  reflexion,  one 
will  be  able  to  realise  to  oneself,  how  with  the  slightest 
shift,  with  the  alteration,  that  is,  the  objects  themselves 
change,  and  that  is — disappear.  The  qualitative  unity 
is  so  immediate,  so  without  mediation,  or  intervention 
of  other,  in  any  one  Note,  that  difference,  so  far  as  it 
is  concerned,  seems  to  have  disappeared.  The  Note, 
however,  is  in  it<telf  at  once  Being  and  Negation,  or 
Being  and  Nothing  ; but  this  difference  being  only  in 
iUelf  and  concealed  from  it  by  its  own  immediacy, 
falls  as  Othericiseness  in  general,  out  of  it.  To  the  Voice, 
its  single  Note  is  so  immediate,  or  the  Voice  in  its 
single  Note  is  to  itself  so  immediate,  that  the  difference 
just  falls  out  of  it  as  the  Otherwiseness  of  the  various 
Notes.  This  Otherwiseness  is  sublated  into  the  Being- 
for-Self  of  the  One  Voice ; and  all  settles  into  the  One 
Unity — that  is,  a detennined  or  differentiated  Unity  — 
but  a Unity  se^-determined.  Thus  the  Voice,  even 
in  its  Negation,  the  Notes,  is  but  co?isonant  with  its 
own  self. 
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This  Unity  is  tlius  Being,  aflirniative,  negation  of 
negation,  remediated  immediacy:  the  Voice  can  be 
readily  seen  to  be  all  this,  and  so  consecjuently,  as  the 
Unity  that  passes  through  and  continues  througli  its 
own  determinatenesses  or  limits,  the  Notes,  which  are 
set  as  sublated  within  it.  It  is  also  There-being,  re- 
lative distinctivity,  but  no  longer  in  the  form  of  tlie 
abstract  Notes,  but  in  these,  as  now  identified  with  the 
one  Voice,  with  that  which  simpliciter  is.  In  this  self- 
continuity of  being,  the  One  itself  has  in  a manner 
vanished  ; One  has  gone  over  and  beyond  itself,  as  it 
were,  into  Unity, — limit  determined  as  limit  sim- 
pliciter, but  a limit  which  is  none — a limit  which,  as 
regards  the  Voice,  is  m it  and  within  it,  but  indiffer- 
ent to  it ; but  the  indifferent  limit  is  again  Quantity. 

Reuabe. 

The  Kantian  Coneiructim  of  Matter  by  means  of  Forces  Attracting  and 
Repelling. 

Into  any  explanation  of  this  Eemark  it  will  be  un- 
necessary to  enter,  the  reader  being  now  already  amply 
supplied  with  all  that  is  necessary  to  enable  him  to 
comprehend  it.  It  will  constitute  another  sample  of 
Hegel’s  irresistible  incisivene.ss,  and  of  his  exhaustive 
and  utterly  overwhelming  argumentation. 

It  is  Avorth  while  pointing  out  that  Eepulsion  and 
Attraction,  Centrifiigal  and  Centripetal  Forces,  Dis- 
cretion and  Continuity,  Intension  and  Extension,  &c., 
are  but  the  same  elements  which  we  have  seen  from 
the  beginning,  but  in  new  and  higher  forms.  This 
of  itself  is  a proof  of  the  truth  of  the  Notion.  Thought 
thus  in  its  own  movement  assuming  by  due  degrees 
all  the  Forms  of  the  Concrete,  — this  in  itself  is  ir- 
resistible demonstration,  — irresistible  demonstnition 
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that  What  is  is  Thought,  or  that  Thought  is  Sub- 
stauce.  These  Forms  themselves,  in  fact,  by-and-by 
convert  themselves  of  themselves  into  the  Recipro- 
cals of  Simple  Apprehension  and  Judgment,  which 
coalesce  in  Reason,  and  constitute  the  Notion  itself  in 
direct  Logical  manifestation.  It  is  worth  while  adding, 
also,  that  this  word  Setzen  just  finds  its  explanation 
in  the  peculiar  organic  Reciprocity  that  is  the  pulse 
and  life  of  the  whole  movement  What  is  Gesetzt,  is  the 
momentarily  overt,  apparent,  ex-press,  ex-plicit  Moment, 
— an  outcome  of  process,  which  process  has  now  dis- 
appeared and  is  only  implicit  But  the  process  of  im- 
plication and  exphcation  involved  here  must  be  seen 
to  be  directly  reciprocal : if  there  be  a movement 
down,  there  is  equally  a movement  up ; if  in,  then 
equally  out.  The  currents  meet  as  in  two  inverted 
cones ; as  the  one  current  rushes  out  into  one  cone, 
the  other  rushes  out  equally  into  the  cone  it  meets : 
but  these  currents  are  One  ; Draught  and  Back-draught 
are  identical ; there  is  present,  in  reality,  but  a single 
movement.  Perhaps,  the  best  illustration  is  what  we 
have  seen  already  as  the  going-together-with-itself : 
that  which  is.  Consciousness,  the  Voice,  the  One,  in 
going  together  with  its  own  self  inwardly,  equally  ex- 
pands into  its  own  self  outwardly ; the  Infinitude  of 
its  out-of-its-self-ncss,  its  constituent  Notes,  lighten  up 
or  out  to  the  Voice  at  the  very  instant  that  it  would 
darken  itself  doum  or  inwardly  into  its  abstract  One. 
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IV. 

TR^VNSITION  FROM  QUALITY  TO  QUANTITY. 

Before  passing  to  Quantity,  it  may  be  well  to  seek 
to  perfect  our  general  view  of  Quality  by  adding  to 
the  detailed  exposition  of  the  Complete  Logic  which 
the  preceding  has  attempted  to  convey,  the  condensed 
summary  of  the  subject  which  presents  itself  in  the 
Encyclopaedia.  But,  in  taking  up  this  latter  work,  we 
cannot  resist  extracting  certain  preliminary  passages 
(generally  from  the  First  Edition  as  the  shortest  state- 
ment) which  seem  calculated  to  assist  the  student. 
And  first  from  the 


inthodcctior 

(under  which  I include  the  ‘ Vorbegriff’  that  precedes 
the  Logic  and),  on  which  we  shall  spend  a very  few 
words  only,  in  order  to  give  prominence  to  such  emi- 
nently Hegelian  characteristics  as  are  useful  or  indis- 
pensable to  what  follows  as  regards  the  System  itself. 
The  commencement  may  be  paraphrased  thus  : — 

‘ The  objects  (subject-matter)  of  the  Sciences  in 
general  are  granted  as  presupposed,  — as  there  with- 
out more  ado ; that  is,  they  are  already  given  in 
conception,  or  they  are  allowed  to  pass  as  admitted 
common  possessions,  awakening  no  question  and  de- 
manding no  justification.  It  is  thus,  too,  as  regards 
the  method  of  these  sciences : this,  too,  is  granted  as 
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a matter  of  course ; and  we  are  permitted  to  begin  and 
prosecute  our  investigation  according  to  a current  and 
conventional  manner  whicli  ever}’one  accepts  as  right 
and  natural — so  right  and  natural,  that  any  doubt  of 
its  legitimacy  never  occurs.  What  fonns  a striking 
portion  of  this  manner,  too,  is  this — that  the  very  terms 
and  notions  which  are  applied  in  characterisation  of 
the  objects  discussed,  are  themselves  just  taken  up — 
out  of  conception^  as  it  were — in  the  same  loose  and 
uninquiring  fiishion.  As  regards  the  facilities  of  a 
beginning,  of  a method,  and — in  a large  sense  as  apply- 
to  a general  mediating  element  of  decision  and  discus- 
sion— of  a terminology,  the  Sciences  in  general,  then, 
have  a grwit  advantage  over  the  science  of  Philosophy, 
which,  widely  diflerent  from  the  rest,  is  seen  at  once 
to  be  under  an  obligation  to  demonstrate  the  necessity 
of  its  object,  the  necessity  of  its  method,  and  the 
neces-sity  of  its  characterising  means  or  medium,  or 
machinery'  of  terms.  In  Geometry,  Arithmetic,  Juris- 
prudence, Medicine,  Zoology,  Botiiny,  &c.,  for  example, 
we  have  just  to  begin  with  the  familiar  name  of  the 
respective  objects.  Magnitude,  Space,  Number,  Justice, 
Disease,  Animal,  Plant,  &c. ; and  that  suffices — without 
it  every  occurring  to  us  to  doubt  of  the  existence 
of  any  such  objects,  or  to  demand — at  the  hands  of 
thought  as  thought — a demonstration  of  the  necessity 
of  the  same.  But,  beginning  thus,  it  is  evident  that 
we  begin  with  the  mere  crude  instinctive  conception 
or  Vorstellung  of  that  into  which  we  inquire  ; and,  as 
regards  progress,  it  is  evident  also  that  all  considera- 
tions which  we  apply  in  description  or  characterisation 
of  the  same  arise  in  like  manner  out  of  an  element  of 
current  conception,  and  that  the  whole  business  is  just 
an  empiricid  appeal  from  the  Vorstellung  of  the  writer 
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to  the  Vorstellung  of  the  reader  concerning  a Vorstel- 
lung — not,  however,  without  the  frequent  emergence 
of  an  inconvenience,  which,  indeed,  were  only  to  be 
expected — namely,  that  Vorstellung  differs  from  Vor- 
stellung to  tlie  production,  possibly,  of  a blind  debate 
which  protracts  itself  endlessly.  The  movement  of  cog- 
nition in  the  ordinary  sciences,  then,  is  one  of  mere 
conception ; there  is  no  necessary  First,  and  no  necessary 
transition  thence  to  another  and  another,  and  an  end : 
the  line  of  movement,  too,  lies  across  a field  that  is 
blindly  given,  among  much  on  both  sides  of  it  that  is 
blindly  granted,  and  which  the  movement  itself  con- 
stantly blindly  uses  up  for  its  owm  progress  and 
advance. 

‘ With  Philosophy  it  is  otherwise : neither  its  method 
nor  its  medium  of  characterisation  and  detennination 
can  refer  themselves  to  conception  (Vorstellung) ; and, 
for  its  object  or  objects,  these  belong  as  little  to  con- 
ception as  to  sense.  Conceptions,  certainly,  in  the  order 
of  time  precede  Notions ; but  it  is  by  turning  on  the 
former,  and  through  and  by  means  of  these,  that 
thouglit  attains  to  the  latter — attains,  that  is,  to  cog- 
nition and  comprehension.  Necessity  is  the  element 
of  Philosophy ; and  object,  method,  and  determining 
media  are  alike  inadmissible,  unless  stamped  by  its 
ineffaceable  impress.  In  such  field.  Proofs,  Demon- 
strations, are  the  requirements,  and  Presuppositions  and 
Assertions  are  idle  and  inapplicable.  In  short,  it  is 
within  Philosophy  itself  that  a beginning — whicli  as 
such  must  be  inderivative  and  incomposite,  and  wliich 
yet  even  so  seems  necessarily  a presupposition — that 
the  object,  that  the  method,  that  the  characterising 
terms  must  exhibit  and  demonstrate  themselves ; and 
anything  that  is  said  now  by  way  of  what  is  named 
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introduction  can  be  only  of  the  nature  of  an  anticipa- 
tion. Religion,  it  is  true,  has  the  same  objects  as  Phi- 
losophy : both  regard  the  True,  and  that,  too,  in  the 
highest  sense — that  God  is  the  True,  and  alone  the 
True.  Again,  both  would  understand  the  Finite,  and 
Natiure  and  Man ; as  also  the  relation  of  these  both  to 
each  other,  and  to  God  as  their  truth.  Philosophy 
must  really  therefore,  then,  presuppose  a certain  ac- 
quaintance with  its  objects,  as  well  as  an  interest  in 
them  : but  tlie  element  of  Religion  is  sentiment,  feel- 
ing, while  that  of  Philosophy  is  the  Notion,  Thought. 
But  as  regards  the  objects  of  Philosophy,  we  are  not 
restricted  to  Religion  for  illustration  ; but  there  justifies 
itself  a preliminary  appeal  to  common,  crude,  current 
conception  itself : for  it  is  matter  of  universal  acknow- 
ledgment, that  the  man  who  commences  with  the 
perceptions  and  the  greeds  of  mere  sense  is  speedily 
impelled  beyond  these  to  the  presage  and  presentiment 
of  an  Infinite  and  Eternal,  both  as  regards  knowledge 
and  will — a presage  and  presentiment  which  prompt 
the  questions  : What  can  I know — of  God — Nature — 
my  own  soul  ? What  ought  I to  do  ? What  dare  I 
hope  ? True ; there  are  those  who,  unable  to  deny 
this  natural  human  tendency,  still  utterly  reject  these 
the  objects  at  which  it  aims.  There  are  those,  indeed, 
who  suppose  themselves  to  possess  Philosophy,  not- 
withstanding that  they  profess  to  know  only  what 
immediate  sense  gives  them  to  know : but  for  the 
refutation  of  these,  whUe  conception  (common  sense) 
can  point  at  once  to  its  own  presage.  Thought  brings 
forward  just  Philosophy  itself.’ 

After  these  pregnant  sentences,  appears  a paragraph 
(§  5 in  the  First  Edition)  which  we  do  not  recollect  to 
be  represented  anywhere  in  the  subsequent  editions. 
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and  which,  for  that  reason  and  for  its  own  importance, 
we  translate  pretty  closely  thus : — 

‘Philosophy,  then,  is  the  Science  of  Eeason,  and 
of  Eeason  conscious  of  its  own  self  as  all  that  is. 
Engaged  in  any  cognition  but  the  philosophical,  Eeason, 
as  a subjective  element  on  the  one  side,  presupposes 
given  to  it  on  the  other  an  object,  in  which,  conse- 
quently, it  recognises  not  its  own  self : such  cognition, 
therefore,  is  but  cognition  of  what  is  finite,  or  it  is  a 
finite  cognition.  Suppose  the  objects  of  such  cognition 
to  belong  even  to  Self-consciousness,  as  Eight  (Justice), 
Duty,  &c.,  they  are  still  particular  objects,  beside  and 
apart  from  which,  as  apart  from,  or  without  of.  Self- 
consciousness  itself,  the  remaining  riches  of  the  uni- 
verse are  to  be  found.  The  object  of  Eehgion  is, 
indeed,  in  itself  the  infinite  object  which  is  to  com- 
prehend all  others  : but  these  conceptions  of  Eeligion 
remain  not  true  to  themselves,  for,  in  spite  of  them, 
the  world  in  the  eyes  of  Eeligion  still  remains  without 
— apart  from — the  Infinite,  self-substantial  by  itself ; 
and  what  it  (Eehgion)  proposes  as  the  highest  truth  is 
still,  for  the  consciousness  that  would  discriminate  and 
distinguish,  inexphcable,  incomprehensible,  a secret,  a 
something  given,  and  just  in  the  form  of  a something 
given  and  external.  To  Eehgion,  truth  is  as  feeling, 
vision,  aspiration,  figurate  conception,  devotion  gene- 
rally,— not,  it  is  true,  uninterwoven  with  thoughts,  but 
stih  truth  not  in  the  form  of  truth.  Its  mood,  indeed, 
is  aU-embracing,  but,  compared  with  other  forms  of 
consciousness,  Eehgion  constitutes  but  a region  apart, 
but  a region  of  its  own.  Philosophy  may  be  regarded 
also  as  the  science  of  Freedom,  because  in  it  the 
foreignness,  the  otherness  of  the  objects,  the  finitude 
of  consciousness  vanishes,  while  contingency,  physical 
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necessity,  relation  to  an  outward,  dependency,  longing, 
and  fear  perish  ; only  in  Philosophy  is  Eeason  perfectly 
at  home,  shut  in  to  its  own  self.  It  is  from  the  same 
grounds  that  in  this  science  Eeason  is  freed  from  the 
onesidedness  of  a merely  subjectiv^e  Eeason,  which 
were  regarded  as  property  of  a peculiar  talent,  per- 
haps, or  as  gift — like  art  with  the  artist — of  a special 
divine  good — or  it  may  be  bad — fortune  : here,  on  the 
contrary,  Eeason  being  but  Eeason  in  the  consciousness 
of  its  own  self,  this  science  is  capable  in  its  own  nature 
of  constituting  universal  science.  Neither  is  this  science 
that  Ideahsm  in  which  the  objects  of  cognition  have 
only  the  value  of  a something  set  up  by  the  Ego, 
of  a subjective  production  confined  within  self-con- 
sciousness. Because  Eeason  is  conscious  of  itself  as 
that  which  is,  subjectivity — the  Ego  that  conceives 
itself  as  a separate  individual  beside  the  objects,  and 
its  own  modi  as  in  it  and  as  diverse  from  those  of 
everything  else  out  of  it  or  over  it  — this  subjecti- 
vity is  taken  up  and  resolved  into  the  rational  uni- 
versality.’ 

In  this  paragraph  the  declarations  of  Hegel  are  both 
valuable  and  clear : in  particular,  the  relation  of  the 
individual  to  the  universe — a point  always  of  great 
interest  to  the  student  of  Hegel — is  remarkably  plainly 
characterised.  The  relative  doctrine  taught  may 
seem  to  be  the  absorption  of  the  individual  into  the 
Absolute.  It  is  fair  to  remark,  however,  that  such 
inference,  especially  in  the  naked  manner  in  which 
it  is  thus  and  generally  stated,  is  not  by  any  means 
necessary  ; and  that  Hegel’s  orthodoxy  were  still  safe, 
even  had  he  not,  by  withdrawing  the  passage,  involved 
the  opinions  it  contains  so  far  in  doubt — But  the  One 
is  Many,  &c. 
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From  §§  G,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11  (1st  Edit.)  we  translate 
as  follows  : — 

‘ Philosophy,  in  so  far  as  it  exhibits  the  entire  ran(]e 
of  the  philosophical  sciences,  but  at  the  same  time 
with  definite  indication  of  the  parts,  i.s — Ener/clopaedia  ; 
and  in  so  far  as  it  exhibits  at  once  the  distinction  and 
the  comiexion  of  the  parts  as  due  to  the  necessity  of 
the  Notion,  it  is— Philosophical  Encyclopaedia. 

‘ Philosophy  being  throughout  rational  cognition, 
each  of  its  parts  constitutes  a philosopliical  whole,  a 
self-inclusive  sphere  of  the  general  Totality;  but  in 
every  such  part  the  philosophical  idea  is,  as  it  were,  in  a 
particular  specijicatum  or  element.  Each  single  sphere, 
just  because  it  is  a totality  in  itself,  breaks  through  the 
limitation  of  its  clement  and  founds  a higher  sphere. 
The  whole  presents  itself,  then,  as  a sphere  of  spheres, 
of  which  latter  each  is  a necessary  moment  of  the 
whole;  and  the  system  of  its  own  proper  elements 
constitutes  the  complete  Idea,  which  again  just  appears 
(as  a single  manifestation)  in  each  individual. 

‘ Philosophy  is  also  by  very  nature  Encyclopaedia, 
inasmuch  as  the  True  can  only  exist  as  Totality,  and 
throuyh  discrimination  and  assignment  of  its  distinctive 
differences,  the  necessity  of  these,  and  the  freedom  of 
the  whole  : that  is.  Philosophy  is  necessarily — System. 

‘ A philosophising  without  system  cannot  be  any- 
thing scientific;  for  such  philosophising,  besides  that 
it  expressly  offers  itself  as  rather  a mere  subjective 
manner  of  looking  or  thinking,  is  contingent  in  its 
matter  (its  objects),  inasmuch  as  this  matter  can  receive 
its  authorisation  only  as  a moment  of  the  whole,  and 
apart  from  this  whole  must  remain  an  ungrounded  pre- 
supposition or  mere  subjective  certainty. 

‘ By  a system  of  Philosophy,  there  is  erroneously 
von.  II.  R 
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understood  only  a philosophy  of  a certain  one  principle 
that  is  contradistinguished  from  others : the  principle 
of  veritable  Philosophy,  on  the  contrary,  is  to  include 
in  itself  all  particular  principles.  Philosophy  exhibits 
this  in  its  own  selt^  while  its  history  also  manifests 
partly  that  the  various  philosophies  but  constituted  a 
single  Philosophy  in  various  stages  of  development, 
and  partly  that  the  special  principles  of  these — one 
underlying  one  system,  anotlicr  another — were  but 
branches  of  one  and  the  same  whole. 

‘ The  Universal  and  the  Particular  [the  Common  and 
the  Various]  must  be  accurately  distinguished,  each  in 
its  special  constitution.  The  Universjil,  formally  taken, 
and  placed  beside  the  Particular,  becomes  itself  particu- 
lar. Were  such  position  impose<l  on  objects  of  ordinary 
life,  the  impropriety  and  ineptitude  would  strike  at 
once.  Suppose,  for  example,  that  a person  in  want  of 
fruit  should  dechne  cherries,  pears,  grapes,  &c.,  on  the 
plea  that  they  were  cherries,  pears,  grapes,  &c.,  and 
not  fruit! — In  the  case  of  philosophy,  nevertheless, 
people  think  themselves  free  as  well  to  justify  tlieir 
contempt  of  it  by  the  objection  that  there  are  so  many 
philosophies,  and  each  is  only  a,  not  the  philosophy, — 
as  if  the  cherries  were  not  also  fruit, — as  to  set  a philo- 
sophy whose  principle  is  the  universal  side  by  side  with 
those  whose  principle  is  a particular — nay,  side  by  side 
with  doctrines  asserting  that  there  is  no  philosophy  or 
bestowing  this  name  on  a mere  To  and  Fro  of  thoughts, 
which  assumes  the  True  as  something  given  and  directly 
there,  and  only  applies  reflexions  to  the  same. 

‘ As  Encyclopaedia,  nevertheless,  the  science  will  not 
be  exhibited  in  the  complete  evolution  of  its  particular 
details,  but  only  as  limited  to  the  beginnings  (priiicipia) 
and  rudimentary  notions  of  the  individual  sciences. 


Digitized  by  Google 


TBAXSITION. 


243 


The  whole  of  philosophy,  though  capable  of  being  re- 
garded as  a whole  of  many  particular  sciences,  consti- 
tutes truly  but  one  science;  while  each  particular 
science  is  at  once  a moment  of  the  whole  and  a whole 
in  itself. 

‘ Whatever  is  true  in  any  science,  is  so  through  and 
by  virtue  of  Philosophy,  whose  Encyclopaedia  therefore 
comprehends  within  it  every  veritable  science. 

‘ Ordinary  Encyclopaedias,  unlike  the  Philosophical, 
are  only  aggregates  of  sciences  empirically  and  contin- 
gently fallen  on;  many  of  which,  too,  as  mere  bundles 
of  facts,  are  but  sciences  in  name.  The  unity  to  which, 
in  any  such  aggregate,  the  sciences  are  reduced,  is,  as 
it  was  but  externally  that  they  themselves  were  fallen 
on  or  taken  up,  equally  an  external  one, — an  Order, 
an  arrangement  (a  ranking).  This  order  must  always, 
for  the  same  reason  and  because  the  materials  are  of 
contingent  nature,  remain  an  Attempt,  and  exhibit  in- 
congruent  edges.  Besides,  then,  that  the  philosophical 
Encyclopaedia  excludes  (1)  such  mere  aggregates  of 
facts  as,  for  example.  Philology  is,  it  excludes  also  (2) 
such  sciences  as  are  founded  in  mere  arbitrariness,  like 
Heraldry : sciences  of  this  nature  are  out-and-out  Posi- 
tive. (3)  Other  sciences  are  also  called  juesift'ne,  which 
possess,  however,  a rational  foundation  and  principle  : 
this  latter  element  in  them  belongs  to  Philosophy  ; the 
Positive  side,  again,  remains  special  to  them.  This 
Positive  element,  too,  is  of  various  kinds.  (1)  In  the 
ordinary  non-philosophical  sciences,  their  principle  (be- 
ginning),  that  which  is  the  veritably  True  in  them,  has 
the  contingent  as  its  end,  because  they  have  to  intro- 
duce and  reduce  the  universal  into  the  empirical  unit 
and  actual.  In  this  field  of  mutability  and  contingency, 
not  the  Notion,  but  only  Grounds  or  Eeasons  can  be 
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made  available.  For  example,  Jurisprudence,  the 
System  of  direct  and  indirect  Taxation,  &c.,  require 
final  exact  determinations  which  lie  without  and  apart 
from  the  detennination  proper  of  the  Notion,  and  leave 
for  decision,  therefore,  a certain  latitude  or  margin 
which  may  be  disposed  in  one  manner  on  one  reason 
and  in  another  on  another,  and  is  insusceptible  of  any 
certain  and  definitive  In  the  same  manner,  the 

Idea  of  Nature  in  its  singularisation  (or  endless  separa- 
tion into  units)  runs  out  into  contingencies,  and  Natural 
Ilistorj’,  Geography,  and  ^ledicine  fall  into  distinctions 
of  fact,  into  species  and  differences  which  are  deter- 
mined by  external  accident  or  the  sport  of  caprice,  and 
not  by  Reason.  History,  too,  falls  to  be  included  here, 
inasmuch  as,  though  the  Idea  be  its  true  nature  and 
substance,  its  manifestation  or  appearancy  is  in  con- 
tingency and  the  field  of  self-will.  (2)  Such  sciences 
are  also  in  so  iar  positive,  as  they  do  not  recognise  their 
determinations  as  finite,  nor  demonstrate  the  transition 
of  these  and  of  their  whole  sphere  into  a higher  one, 
but  assume  them  as  valid  simplieiter.  With  this  finite- 
ness of  the  Form,  as  the  first  was  the  finiteness  of  the 
Matter,  there  connects  itself  (3)  the  finitoness  of  the 
cognitive  ground,  which  is  sometimes  raisonnement, 
sometimes  feeling,  belief,  the  authority  of  others,  in 
general  the  authority  of  inner  or  outer  perception. 
That  Philosophy  also  which  seeks  to  found  itself  on 
Anthropology — facts  of  consciousness,  inner  perception, 
or  outer  experience — belongs  to  the  same  class.  (4)  It 
is  still  possible  that  it  is  merely  the  form  of  the  scientific 
statement  that  is  empirical  and  notion-less,  while  in 
other  respects  thoughtful  observation  armnges  what 
are  only  outer  appearances  in  a like  manner  to  the 
inner  sequence  of  the  Notion.  There  is  added,  perhaps. 
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that  through  the  antagonism  and  multiplicity  of  the 
appearances  (phenomena)  which  are  brought  together, 
the  external,  contingent  circumstances  of  the  conditions 
are  removed,  and  the  Universal  steps  before  us.  A 
thoughtful  E.xperimental  Physic,  Uistorj',  &c.,  would 
in  this  manner  present  the  rational  science  of  nature 
and  of  human  eventualities  and  deeds  in  an  external 
image  which  should  mirror  the  Notion. 

‘ The  whole  of  science  (scientia)  is  the  exposition  of 
the  Idea  ; the  division  (distribution)  of  the  former, 
therefore,  can  be  understood  only  by  reference  to  the 
latter,  and,  like  this  preliminary  conception  of  Philo- 
sophy itself,  can  be  something  only  anticipated.  Tlie 
Idea,  however,  demonstrates  itself  as  Reason  directly 
identical  with  its  own  self,  and  this  at  the  same  time  as 
the  capability  to  set  itself — in  order  to  be  for  itself — 
over-against  itself,  and  in  this  other  to  be  only  by  itself. 
Thus  science  falls  divisively  into  three  parts : — 

I.  Logic,  the  Science  of  the  Idea  in  and  for  itself. 

II.  Philosophy  of  Nature,  or  the  Science  of  the 

Idea  in  its  Otherness. 

in.  Philosophy  of  Spirit,  as  of  the  Idea  which 
from  its  Otherness  returns  into  itself. 

‘ It  h{is  been  already  remarked,  that  the  Differences 
of  the  various  philosophical  sciences  are  only  charac- 
teristics of  the  Idea  itself,  which  latter  alone  is  what 
exliibits  itself  in  these  various  elements.  In  Nature 
it  is  not  an  other  than  the  Idea  which  is  to  be  recog- 
nised, but  it  is  in  the  form  of  extemalisation,  just  as 
in  Spirit  it  is  the  same  Idea  as  b'eent  for  itself  and 
in-andfor-itself  hecoment.  Such  a fonn  in  which  the 
Idea  appears  is  at  the  same  time  a fluent  moment; 
therefore,  any  particular  science  is  just  as  much  this — 
to  recognise  its  matter  (object)  as  beent  object,  as  also 
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this — to  recognise  immediately  in  the  same  its  trans- 
ition into  a higher  sphere.  The  conception  of  the 
Division,  therefore,  is  an  external  reflexion,  an  anti- 
cipation of  what  the  Idea’s  own  necessity  produces, 
and  shows  this  inaccuracy — that  it  sets  up  the  various 
parts  or  sciences  beside  each  other  as  if  they  were 
stable  and  substantial  in  their  mutual  contradistinction, 
like  species  or  sorts.’ 

To  a reader  who  has  advanced  this  length,  the 
above  passages  will  be  readily  intelligible  without 
comment ; and  they  will  serve  to  strengthen  any  con- 
ception already  formed  of  Hegelian  penetrativeness, 
comprehensiveness,  and  systematic  wholeness.  We 
proceed  now  to  make  a few  extracts  from 

THE  PRE-NOTION 

which  precedes  the  Logic ; using  specially  for  this  pur- 
pose, §§  12,  13,  14,  15,  16, 17,  18,  35,  36,  and  37 
(First  Edition). 

‘ Logic  is  the  science  of  the  pure  Idea, — that  is,  of 
the  Idea  in  the  abstract  element  of  Thought. 

‘ It  may,  wthout  doubt,  be  said  that  Logic  is  the 
science  of  Thought,  its  forms  and  its  laws ; but  Thought 
is  at  strictest  the  pure  identity  of  cognition  with  itself, 
and  constitutes,  therefore,  only  the  univereal  determi- 
natum,  determinateness,  or  the  element  in  which  the 
Idea  is  as  logical.  Thought  is  truly  the  Idea,  but  not 
as  thought  formal ; on  the  contrary,  as  the  Totality  of 
its  own  forms  which  it  itself  gives  to  itself.  Logic  is 
tlie  hardest  science,  in  so  far  as  it  has  to  do,  not  with 
perceptions — not  even  with  abstract  ones,  as  in  Geo- 
metry— or  other  sensuous  forms,  but  with  pure  abstrac- 
tions, and  demands,  on  the  part  of  its  student,  a power 
of  retiring  into  jnirc  thoughts,  of  holding  such  fast. 
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and  of  moving  in  them.  On  the  other  side,  again,  it 
may  be  regarded  as  the  easiest  science,  inasmuch  as 
its  import  is  nothing  but  one’s  proper  thought  and  its 
current  notions,  and  these  are,  at  the  same  time,  the 
simplest.  The  utility  of  Logic  concerns  its  relation  to 
the  particular  subject  or  individual  so  far  as  he  would 
give  himself  a certain  training  and  formation  for  other 
objects.  The  training  of  Logic  consists  in  this — that 
in  it  we  are  exercised  in  thinking,  for  this  science  is 
the  tliinking  of  thinking.  So  far,  however,  as  the 
element  of  Logic  is  the  absolute  form  of  the  True, 
and  even  more  than  this — the  pure  True  itself, — it  is 
something  quite  other  than  what  is  merely  useful. 

‘ In  form.  Logic  has  three  sides : («)  that  of  under- 
standing, or  the  abstract  side  [the  dianoetic] ; (B)  the 
negative-rational  or  the  dialectic  side ; and  (7)  the 
positive  • rational  or  the  speculative  side  [say  the 
noetic]. 

‘These  three  sides  do  not  make  three  parts  of 
Logic,  but  are  moments  of  every  logical  Eeal, — that 
is,  of  every  Notion,  or  of  every  True  in  general.  They 
may  be  set  under  the  first  or  dianoetic  moment,  and 
thereby  held  asunder  from  each  other ; but,  so  held, 
they  are  not  considered  in  their  truth. 

‘ (a)  Thought  as  Understanding  holds  fast  the  fixed 
individual  and  its  difference  fi:om  others;  and  such 
limitated  abstract  has  the  value  to  it  of  what  is  inde- 
pendent and  self-subsistent. 

‘ (B)  The  dialectic  moment  is  the  self-sublation  of 
such  individuals,  and  their  transition  into  their  oppo- 
sites. 

‘(1)  Dialectic,  isolated  by  understanding  and  taken 
by  itself,  constitutes,  especially  when  manifesting  itself 
in  scientific  notions.  Scepticism,  which  views  mere 
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negation  as  the  dialectic  result.  (2)  Bialectic  is' 
usually  regarded  as  an  external  art  which  arbitrarily 
produces  confusion  in  accepted  notions  and  a mere 
show  of  contradiction,  the  decisions  of  the  understand- 
ing and  the  accepted  notions  being  still  supposed  the 
True,  while  the  show  itself  is  to  be  considered  but  a 
nullity.  Dialectic,  however,  is  rather  to  be  regarded 
as  the  true  and  proper  nature  of  the  deceniments  of 
the  understanding,  of  things,  and  of  the  Finite  in 
general.  Eetlexion  is  properly  a going  out  over  and 
beyond  the  isolated  individual,  and  a referring,  -whereby 
the  individual  is  placed  in  relation,  but  for  the  rest 
remains  still  in  its  isolated  validity.  Dialectic,  on  the 
contrary,  is  that  immanent  going-out  -which  exhibits 
the  onesidedness  and  limitation  of  the  decemments  of 
the  understanding  as  that  which  it  is, — the  negation, 
namely,  of  this  and  these.  Dialectic  constitutes,  there- 
fore, the  motive  soul  of  progress,  and  is  the  principle 
by  which  alone  there  comes  immanent  connexion  and 
necessity  into  the  matter  of  science,  just  as  it  is  in  it 
that  the  true,  and  not  the  external,  elevation  over  the 
Finite  lies. 

‘ (7)  The  positive-rational  or  speculative  side  recog- 
nises the  unity  of  the  distinctions  even  in  their  anti- 
thesis, the  positive  element  which  is  retained  and 
preserved  in  their  resolution  and  transition. 

(1)  ‘Dialectic  has  a positive  result,  because  it  has 
a determinate  import  or  matter ; or  because  its  result  is 
really  not  the  empty,  abstract  nothing,  but  the  negation 
of  certain  distinctions  -which  are  retained  and  preserved 
in  the  result — because  it  is  a result,  and  not  a simple 
nothing.  (2)  This  rational  act  is,  therefore,  though 
abstract  and  of  thought,  still  at  the  same  time  a con- 
crete, because  it  is  not  simple  formal  unity,  but  unity 
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of  distinguished  distinctions.  Philosophy,  therefoi-e, 
has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  mere  abstractions 
and  formal  thoughts,  but  only  with  concrete  notions. 

‘As  regards  matter,  the  Detenninations  of  Thouglit 
are  considered  in  Logic  in  and  for  themselves.  In  this 
way  they  piesent  themselves  as  the  concrete  pure 
thoughts,  that  is,  as. the  Notions,  with  the  force  and 
import  of  that  which  constitutes  the  absolute  ground 
and  foundation  of  all  that  is.  Logic,  therefore,  is 
essentially  Speculative  Philosophy. 

‘ Under  the  speculative  moment.  Form  and  Matter 
are  not  sundered  and  severed,  and  held  apart,  as  under 
the  two  preceding.  The  forms  of  the  Idea  are  its  dis- 
tinctions [say  its  native  inflexions  or  intonations],  and 
it  were  impossible  to  say  where  it  should  get  any 
other  or  truer  Matter  than  these  its  own  forms  them- 
selves. The  forms  of  the  mere  Logic  of  Understanding 
arc,  on  the  contrary,  not  only  not  something  true  per  se, 
but  they  cannot  be  even  only  Forms  of  the  True. 
Kather,  since,  as  merely  formal  or  fonnell,  they  are 
affected  with  the  essential  antithesis  to  the  Matter,  they 
are  nothing  more  than  Forms  of  the  Finite,  of  the 
Untrue. — Because,  however.  Logic,  as  pure  specidative 
Philosophy,  is  the  Idea  in  the  element  or  form  of 
Thought,  or  the  absolute  still  shut  in  to  its  etei'iiity,  it 
is  the  subjective  or  first  science,  and  there  fails  it  still 
the  side  of  the  completed  objectivity  of  the  Idea.  It 
not  only  remains,  however,  as  the  absolute  ground  of 
the  Eeal,  but,  in  manifesting  itself  this,  it  demonstrates 
itself  as  the  real,  universal,  and  objective  science.  In 
the  first  universality  of  its  notions,  it  appears  per  se, 
and  as  a subjective  special  activity,  without  and  apart 
from  which  the  entire  wealth  of  the  sensuous,  as  of  the 
more  concrete  intellectual,  world  is  still  supposed  to 
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live  its  own  life.  But  when  this  wealth  is  taken  up  in 
the  Philosophy  of  the  real  part  of  the  science,  and  has 
there  manifested  itself  as  returning  into  the  pure  Idea, 
and  possessing  in  it  its  ultimate  ground  and  truth, — then 
the  logical  universahty  takes  stand  no  longer  as  a sepa- 
rate entity  counter  said  wealth  of  the  Keal,  but  rather  as 
comprehending  this  wealth, and  as  veritable  universality. 
It  acquires  thus  the  force  of  speculative  Theology. 

‘Logic,  with  the  value  of  speculative  philosophy, 
takes  up  the  place  of  what  was  called  Metaphysic, 
and  treated  separately.  The  nature  of  Logic  and  the 
stand-point  of  scientific  cognition  now  receive  their 
more  particular  prehminary  elucidation  in  the  natiuxj 
of  this  Metaphysic,  and  of  the  Critical  Philosophy 
which  ended  it. — Metaphysic,  besides,  is  a thing  of 
the  past  only  in  reference  to  the  history  of  Philosophy ; 
in  itself,  as  lately  manifested  especially,  it  is  the  mere 
Understanding’s  view  of  the  objects  of  Eeason. 

‘ In  order  to  place  oneself  on  the  stand-point  of 
science,  it  is  requisite  to  renounce  the  presuppositions 
which  are  involved  in  the  subjective  and  finite  modes 
of  philosophical  cognition,  viz. : (1)  that  of  the  fixed 
validity  of  limited  and  opposed  distinctions  of  under- 
standing generally ; (2)  that  of  a given  substrate,  con- 
ceived as  already  finished  and  ready  there  before  us, 
which  is  to  be  taken  as  standard  decisive  of  whether 
any  of  those  distinctions  are  commensurate  with  it  or 
not ; (3)  that  of  cognition  as  a mere  referring  of  such 
ready-formed  and  fixed  predicates  to  some  given  sub- 
strate; (4)  that  of -the  antithesis  of  a cognising  subject 
and  a cognised  object,  which  latter  is  not  to  be  iden- 
tified with  the  former ; and  of  this  antithesis  each  side, 
as  in  the  preceding,  is  to  be  equally  taken  per  se  as  a 
something  fixed  and  true. 
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‘To  abandon  these  presuppositions  cannot  be  de- 
manded so  much  for  the  reason  that  they  are  false — for 
science,  in  which  these  forms  present  themselves,  has 
to  show  this  in  their  own  case — as  for  the  reason  that 
they  are  figurate  conceptions  and  belong  to  immediate 
thought — thought  imprisoned  in  the  given,  opinion 
(Meynung), — for  this  reason  in  general,  indeed,  that 
they  are  given  and  presuppositions,  whereas  science 
presupposes  notliing,  but  that  it  would  be  pure 
thought.  In  effect,  we  have  to  begin  in  complete 
emancipation  from  every  presupposition;  and,  in  the 
resolution  to  will  to  think  purely,  that  is  accomplished 
by  the  freedom  which  abstracts  from  everything,  and 
holds  steadily  its  pure  abstraction,  the  simplicity  (uni- 
plicity)  of  Thought. 

‘ Pure  science  {scientia),  or  Logic,  falls  divisively  into 
three  parts : — 

I.  The  doctrine  of  Being, 
n.  The  doctrine  of  Essence  (inner  nature), 
in.  Tlie  doctrine  of  the  Notion  and  the  Idea. 

Or  into  the  doctrine  of  Thought,  or  the  Thought ; 

I.  In  its  immediacy — the  Notion  in  itself. 

EL  In  its  Eeflexion  and  Be-raediation — the  Being- 
for-self  and  the  Shine  of  the  Notion, 
in.  In  its  return  into  itself,  and  in  its  developed 
Being-by-sclf — the  Notion  in  and  for  itself.’ 
All  the  above  terms  have  been  already  commented 
on,  with  the  exception  of  Shine  (Schein)  and  Being- 
by-self  (Bey-sich-seyn).  Schein  is  just  the  Shine  or 
show  of  a thing — not  the  thing  'in  itself,  but  just  its 
shining,  showing,  or  seeming : it  may  thus  be  mere 
seeming,  or  it  may  bo  true  seeming  which  amounts  to 
manifcstiition.  Could  we  give  the  English  word  seem 
the  sense  of  shine,  or  shine  the  sense  of  seem,  a trans- 
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latioH  would  have  no  difficulty.  To  be  by  self  is  to  be 
chez  soi,  at  home,  or  contented  iu  seclusion  to,  and 
identification  with,  oneself. 

We  come  now  to 

‘ The  First  Part  of  Logic, 
or 

The  Doctrine  of  Being, 
and  there  to 

A. 

QUAUTY, 

and 

n.  Eeiny. — b.  There-being. — c.  Being-for  self. 

‘ Under  Quality,  then,  we  have 

a.  Being. 

'•Pure  Being  constitutes  the  Beginning,  because  it  is 
as  well  pure  Thought  as  the  indefinite  simple  Imme- 
diate, and  the  fii'st  beginning  cannot  be  anytliing  me- 
diated (a  product  of  means)  or  further  determined. 

‘ But  this  pure  Being  is  the  pure  Abstraction,  conse- 
quently absolutely  negative,  and,  taken  also  immediately, 
just  Nothing. 

‘ Notliing,  as  this  self-equal  Immediate,  is  conversely 
the  same  thing  that  Being  is.  The  truth  of  Being  as 
of  Nothing  is,  therefore,  the  unity  of  both  : this  unity 
is  Becoming. 

b.  There-being. 

‘Being  in  Becoming  as  one  with  Nothing,  and  so 
Nothing  as  one  with  Being,  are  only  disappearant ; Be- 
coming, through  its  contradiction  in  itself,  falls  together 
into  the  unity  in  which  both  are  sublated  : its  result  is, 
consequently.  There-being. 
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‘ (a)  There-being  is  Being  with  a Determinateness, 
which  is,  as  immediate  or  beent  determinateness — 
Quality.  There-being  as  in  this  its  determinateness 
reflected  into  is  Tkere-heiint-itij,  Something.  The 
categories  that  yield  themselves  in  There-being  are  now 
to  be  summarily  stated. 

‘ Quality,  as  beent  determinateness  counter  the  Nega- 
tion that  is  contained  in  it  but  distinguished  from  it,  is 
Reality.  The  negation  no  longer  the  abstract  Notliing, 
but  as  a There-being  and  Something,  is  only  form  in 
this  latter — it  is  as  Otherwise-being.  Quality,  in  that 
this  Otherwise-being  is  its  own  determination,  but  firstly 
distinguished  from  it,  is  Being-for-Other, — a Breadth 
(Latitude)  of  the  There-being,  of  the  Something.  The 
Being  of  Quality  as  Being,  counter  this  reference  to 
other,  is  the  Being-in-itself  {or  the  In-itsel/).’ 

(The  distinguishableness  of  anything  is  evidently  an 
othenvise-being,  an  otherwise-ness,  in  it,  while  as 
evidently  its  distinguishablenesses  constitute  a breadth.) 

‘ (0)  The  Being,  held  fast  as  distinct  from  the  Deter- 
minateness,  or  the  Being-in-itself,  were  only  the  empty 
abstraction  of  Being.  In  There-being,  the  determinate- 
ness is  one  with  the  Being ; which  determinateness,  set 
as  Negation,  is  at  the  same  time  Limit,  Limitation 
{Bound).  The  otherwise-ness  is,  therefore,  a moment, 
not  indifierent  out  of  There-being,  but  its  own.  Some- 
thing is  through  its  Quality,  firstly,  fnite  (encHich),  and 
secondly,  alterable  (veru/uierlich) ; so  that  Finitude  and 
Otherableness  belong  to  its  being  (it  is  at  once  enJ-ed 
and  «n<i-able). 

‘ Something  becomes  another  ; but  the  other  is  itself 
a something : it  becomes,  therefore,  equally  another, 
and  so  on  ad  infinitum. 

‘ This  Infinite  is  the  spurious,  bastard,  negative,  false. 
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or  Pseudo-Infinite,  inasmuch  as  it  is  nothing  but  the 
negation  of  the  finite,  which,  however,  just  so  arises 
again,  and  consequently  is  just  as  much  not  sublated — 
or  this  Infinite  expresses  only  the  To-be-to  (Sollen)  of 
the  sublation  of  the  finite.  The  Progress  into  the  In- 
finite keeps  standing  by  the  enunciation  of  the  contra- 
diction which  the  finite  involves ; namely,  that  it  is  as 
well  something  as  its  other,  and  is  the  perpetual 
continuation  of  the  alternation  of  these  mutually  intro- 
ductive  detenninations. 

‘ (y)  What  is  here  in  fact  is,  that  Something  becomes 
another,  and  the  Other  another,  just  generally.  Some- 
thing in  relation  to  another  is  already  another  in  its 
regard ; consequently,  as  that  into  which  it  passes  is 
quite  the  same  thing  as  that  which  passes — both  have 
one  and  the  same  and  no  further  determination  than 
that  each  is  another, — Something  thus  in  its  passing  into 
Other  goes  together  only  with  its  own  self ; and  this 
reference,  in  the  passing  and  in  the  other  to  its  own 
self,  is  the  True  Infinite.  Or,  looked  at  negatively : 
what  is  othered  is  the  Other — it  becomes  the  Other  of 
the  Other.  Thus  Being,  but  as  negation  of  the  nega- 
tion, is  again  restored,  and  is  the  Being-for-self.’ 

In  translating  the  above  paragraphs,  certain  supple- 
mentary passages  have  been  omitted.  Before  proceed- 
ing to  Being-for-self,  however,  it  may  be  well  to  spend 
a word  on  any  points  in  these  omitted  passages  which 
may  seem  calculated  to  embarrass  the  student.  With 
reference  to  §84  (Encyclopaedia, Eosenkranz’,  or  Hegel’s 
3rd,  Edition),  that  ‘ Being  is  the  Notion  in  itself’  is  not 
difficult ; for  Being  (Seyn)  applies  to  everything  of 
which  we  say  is,  or  it  ts ; and  everything  of  wliich  we  say 
is,  is  just  the  Logical  Notion  in  itself,  that  is,  materialiter, 
not  formaliter.  The  Bestimmungen,  the  determinations 
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(and  the  reference  in  this  word  is  always  to  the  logical 
moments  of  the  logical  notion,  which,  of  course,  vary 
with  the  sphere),  the  distinguishable  forms  in  the  sphere 
of  Seyn  (Being),  are  evidently  l/eeni,  other  to  other,  while 
their  progressive  determination  (the  dialectic  movement 
in  that  field)  is  plainly  a passing  into  other.  This,  of 
course,  is  an  attempt  to  express  Being  and  its  pecu- 
liarities in  terms  of  the  Notion ; and  certainly  Hegel 
will  be  at  least  allowed  to  have  brought  before  us  an 
ingenious  analogy.  That  this  progress  is  ‘ a setting  out 
of  the  Notion  as  it  is  in  itself,'  is  also  plain  : anything 
running  through  the  circle  of  its  quahties  or  powers 
sets  out  the  Notion  that  in  itself  it  is,  and  this  at  the 
same  time  can  be  seen  to  be  ‘ a going  into  its  own 
self,’  ‘ a deepening  of  Being  into  itself.’  Hegel  then 
asserts  that  his  doctrine  of  Being  is  at  once  representa- 
tive and  resolvative  of  the  whole  of  the  Seyn  or  Being ; 
and  thus  we  are  led  to  imderstand  what  his  object  is 
in  this  doctrine. 

The  next  paragraph  declares  the  detenninations  of 
Logic  to  constitute  the  definitions  of  the  Absolute,  the 
metaphysical  definitions  of  God ; but  that  this  is  more 
especially  the  case  with  spheres  that  are  First  and 
Third,  while  those  that  are  Second  refer  to  the  Finite. 
To  define  God  is  to  think  God,  or  to  express  God  in 
thoughts ; and  Logic  ought  to  comprehend  all  thoughts 
as  such.  It  is  a defect  in  the  form  of  Definition  in 
general,  however,  that  in  such  operation  there  floats 
ever  before  the  conception  of  the  Definer  a Substrate 
which  is  to  be  the  receptacle  of  the  defining  predicates. 
For  example,  the  Absolute,  which  we  may  suppose  to 
stand  for  God  as  thought,  is,  in  reference  to  its  pre- 
dicates, quite  void,  and  only  supposititious — a substrate ; 
but  the  thought  of  the  substrate — and  that  is  the  whole 
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tiling — is  in  the  predicate.  The  predicate,  then,  is  alone 
substantial,  and  the  substrate,  or  even  the  form  of  a 
proposition,  appears  superfluous. 

From  § 86,  we  learn  that  all  difficulties  in  regard  to 
the  commencement  with  pure  Being  may  be  removal 
by  simply  discerning  what  a beginning  in  general  im- 
plies. We  are  told,  too,  that  the  Fichtian  Ego-Kgo 
and  the  Schellingian  absolute  Indifference  or  Identity 
are  not  .so  veiy  discrepant  from  the  Hegelian  Seyn  or 
])ure  Being.  The  former,  however,  are  objectionable 
as  involving  process,  that  is,  as  being  product'}  of 
means : in  fact,  properly  put  as  a beginning  rcquire.s, 
both  of  them  just  become  Seyn  or  Being,  while  Being 
again  just  implies  them.  Being  is  the  first  pralicate, 
then ; and  so  the  first  definition  is,  the  Absolute  is 
Being.  This  is  the  Eleatic  definition,  and  also  the 
common  one,  that  God  is  the  sum  of  all  Eealities ; the 
limitation  that  is  in  everything  being  abstracted  from, 
there  remains  for  God  only  the  reality  that  is  in  aU 
reality. 

In  § 88,  there  are  several  points  of  considerable 
interest.  In  the  first  place,  we  see  that  the  whole 
Hegelian  business  is  the  Setzen  of  the  An  sich — the 
exposition,  or  simply  the  position,  of  the  In-itself,  the 
explication  of  the  implication,  that  fornialiter  expressed 
which  materialiter  is  (and  that  just  amounts  to  the 
Aristotelian  moments  which  we  have  already  so  often 
seen).  We  see  also  that  the  manner  of  philosophical 
cognition  is  different  from  that  that  is  usually  employed, 
that  of  common  sense,  or  of  figuratc  conception  ; for, 
as  Kant  has  already  told  us,  the  former  is  a knowing 
in  abstracto,  while  the  latter  is  a knowng  in  concreto. 
From  this  we  see  how  much  Hegel  has  simply  been  in 
earnest  with  the  relative  teaching  of  Kant.  We  have 
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also  the  Metaphysic  of  a Beginning  alluded  to : the 
thing  (whatever  may  be  put  in  question)  is  not  yet  in 
its  beginning,  but  still  its  beginning  is  not  just  the 
nothing  of  the  thing,  but  the  being  of  this  latter  is 
certainly  also  in  its  beginning.  This  must  be  referred 
to,  and  collated  with,  what  has  been  already  said  in 
r^rd  to  a Beginning,  Being,  Becoming,  &c.  L;istly, 
we  are  made  to  see  very  clearly  how  the  proposition 
Ex  nihilo  nihil  Jit  is  tantamount  to  a proposition  of  tlio 
eternity  of  matter,  of  Pantheism.  ‘ The  ancients  have 
made  the  simple  reflexion  that  the  proposition.  From 
something  comes  something,  or  From  nothing  comes 
nothing,  just  in  effect  annihilates  a Becoming;  for  that 
from  which  there  comes,  and  that  which  comes,  are  one 
and  the  same  thing;  what  we  have  before  us  is  only 
the  proposition  of  the  abstract  identity  of  the  Under- 
standing. It  must,  however,  strike  us  as  surprising  to 
see  the  propositions.  From  nothing  comes  nothing,  or 
From  something  comes  sometliing,  even  in  our  days 
quite  unsuspectingly  maintained,  without  consciousness 
that  they  are  the  ground-principle  of  Pantheism,  as  wth- 
out  any  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  ancients  have 
exhausted  the  consideration  of  these  propositions.’ 

From  § 89,  we  learn — and  with  conviction — that 
every  one  concrete  consists  of  opposing  notaj  or  signi- 
ficates ; that  it  is  the  province  of  the  abstraction  of 
Understanding,  as  Understanding,  to  see  only  one  of 
these,  to  lighten  this  one  up  to  the  darkening  out  of 
the  other,  and  the  fallacious  appearance  of  a part  as 
a fixed,  isolated,  individual  whole.  Hence  also  it  is 
manifest  that  the  demonstration  of  antithesis  is  not 
necessarily  productive  of  a simple  negation,  is  not 
necessarily  reductive  of  the  subject  of  antithesis  to  a 
simple  nothing. 

VOL.  II.  8 
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In  § 95,  the  terminal  remark  In  reference  to  the  true 
relation  of  Finite  and  Infinite  is  a perfectly  successful 
Hegelian  statement,  and  a full  compensation  for  the  con- 
tusing tediousness  and  length  which  we  have  already 
animadverted  on  as  the  fault  of  the  similar  discussion 
in  the  detailed  Logic.  Our  explanations  in  that  refer- 
ence, however,  shall  be  allowed  to  dispense  us  from 
translating  this  remark,  however  admirable,  here. 

If  in  § 86  we  found  that  the  Absolute  is  Being, 
Ave  see  from  § 87  tliat  it  is  equally  true  that  the 
Absolute  is  the  Nothing.  This  not  only  because  the 
Absolute  is  Difference  as  well  as  Identity,  but  because, 
all  Difference  being  reflected  into  the  one  of  this 
Identity,  that  one  is  as  good  as  Nothing.  This  is 
illustrated  by  the  nature  of  the  Thing-iii-itself,  which 
is  to  be  all  substance,  all  being,  but  just  emergas  as  an 
absolute  void — Nothing.  Both  considerations,  in  fact, 
are  the  same. 

It  is  curious,  I may  remark  by  Avay  of  conclusion 
here,  that  the  ultimate  generalisation  of  all  generali- 
sation should  be  Being,  and  quite  as  much  Nothing. 
(3f  that  there  can  be  no  doubt.  This  Nothing,  too,  is 
the  only  Nothing  possible — 'in  effect  it  is  the  Nothing, 
just  Avhat  we  mean  by  Nothing.  TliroAvn  back  from 
these  generalisations  as  quite  abstract,  as  quite  untrue, 
as  nothing,  one  looks  once  more  at  the  concrete ; but 
Avhat  is  it,  again,  in  ultimate  abstraction  but  a Becom- 
ing ? — it  never  is.  These  are  really  the  initial  gene- 
ralised abstractions : if  Ave  Avant  to  think  purely  of 
Avhat  is — of  the  laAvs,  forms,  or  principles  of  all  things 
in  general,  apart  from  each  thing  in  particular — it  is 
so  Ave  must  begin.  But,  in  spite  of  the  Becoming, 
there  is  a Become,  a Distinguishable,  a Here-being,  a 
There-being,  — what  Ave  call  mortal  state.  This  has 


Digitized  by  Google 


TRANSITION, 


259 


Reality ; this  has  also  Negation ; it  is  so  Something. 
As  its  Eeality  against  its  Negation,  it  is  Something 
in  itself ; and,  vice  versA,  it  is  Something  for  other.  Its 
Something-/er-otA<?r  identified  with  what  it  is  in  itself 
is  its  Qualification.  But  its  Qualification  is  its  Talifi- 
cation,  and  both  coalesce  in  Limit.  In  its  Liniity 
Something  is  not  only  ended,  but  endable  ; that  is,  it  is 
Finite.  But  its  end,  the  finis  of  the  Finite,  is  the 
Infinite ; and  that  is  the  One  into  which  all  variety  is 
reflected.  But  this  reflexion  of  variety  into  the  One  is 
the  negative  reflexion  of  this  one  into  its  own  self ; 
and,  again,  this  negativeness  of  the  Keflexion  implies 
other  than  the  One — more  ones — (or,  it  is  allowable  by 
anticipation  to  say  more  P s,  more  Ego.'i). — But  thus 
we  are  fully  in  the  field  of  Fursichseyu,  or  of 

C.  BEING-FOR-SELF. 

‘ (a)  Being-for-Self,  as  Reference  to  itself,  is  Imme- 
diacy; and,  as  Reference  of  the  Negative  to  itself,  it  is 
Being-for-self-ity,  One,  tlie  One, — what  is  witliiu  itself 
distinction-less,  and  so  excludent  of  the  Other  out  of 
itself. 

‘ (0)  The  Reference  of  the  Negative  to  itself  is  negative 
reference,  so  distinguish-ment  of  the  One  from  itself, 
the  Repulsion  of  the  One, — i.e.,  the  setting  of  many  or 
simply  more  Ones.  By  reason  of  the  Immediacy  of 
the  Being-for-self-ity,  these  Many  or  More  are  Beent, 
and  the  Repulsion  of  the  Beent  Ones  becomes  so  far 
their  Repulsion  the  one  of  the  other  as  of  entities 
already  to  the  fore,  or  Mutual  E,vclusio?i. 

‘ (7)  Tlie  Many,  however,  are,  the  one  what  the  other 
is  ; each  is  one,  or  one  of  the  Many  ; they  are,  there- 
fore, one  and  the  same.  Or  the  Repulsion  regarded  in 
it  itself  is,  even  as  negative  comportment  of  the  Many 
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Ones  mutually,  equally  essentially  tlieir  Reference  mu- 
tually; and  as  those  to  which  in  its  repulsion  the  One 
refers  itself  are  One,  it  refers  itself  in  them  to  itself. 
The  Ecpulsion  is  thas  quite  as  essentially  Attraction  ; 
and  the  excludent  One  or  the  Being-for-Self  sublates 
itself.  Qualitative  Determinateness,  whicli  in  the  One 
has  reached  its  ab-solute  detenninedness  (ihr  An-und- 
fursich-Bestimmtscyn),  is  with  this  gone  over  into  De- 
temiinateness  that  is  as  sublated  Determinateness, — i.e., 
into  Being  as  Quantity.’ 

These  are  translations  of  96,  97,  98  in  the  third 
edition  of  the  Encyclopaedia,  (for  the  future  we  shall 
chiefly  follow  this  edition,)  and  they  constitute  the 
entire  Encyclopaedic  summary  of  the  whole  subject  of 
Being-for-Self.  This  alone,  even  independently  of  the 
similar  summaries  of  Being  and  There-being,  would 
suffice  to  demonstrate  as  well  the  inadequacy  of  the  En- 
cyclopaedia to  convey  the  System,  as  the  fact  that  it  is 
nothing  but  a handy  leading-string,  or  useful  synopsis 
to  the  student  who  has  already  penetrated,  or  is  en- 
gaged penetrating,  into  the  business  itself — the  complete 
Logic. — Further  comment,  after  what  has  been  so  fully 
extended  already,  will  be  here  unnecessary;  ‘the  Refer- 
ence of  the  Negative  to  itself,’  the  ‘ Excludent  of  the 
Other  out  of  itself,’  ‘ already  to  the  fore,’  ‘ in  it  itself,’ 
‘ comportment  ’ italicised  for  the  cqually-itsilicisod  Ver- 
halten,’  &a,  may  now  be  trusted  to  the  intelligence  of 
the  reader. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  worth  remarking  that  Hegel 
tlisplays  in  what  we  have  just  read  certain  Gno.stic 
analogies.  Of  the  systems  so  named,  we  learn  that 
it  was  a leading  idea  that  ‘ God,  the  sum  of  aU  verit- 
able Being,  reveals  himself  in  this  way,  that  he  hypo- 
stasises  his  Qualities,  or  allows  them  to  pass  out  of 
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himself  into  existence  as  Substances  ; but  still  directly 
from  God  there  issues  only  one  substance,  thp  voyj, 
Ileason ; and  it  is  from  this  latter  that  the  rest  follow, 
but  always  so  that  the  one  is  successively  out  of  tlie 
other,  the  divine  substance  being  extenuated  in  pro- 
portion to  the  remotion  from  the  centre.’  Speculative 
Philosophy  is  not  unrepresented  in  the  definition  of 
Gnosis  as  ‘ Higher  Wisdom,  a Eeligious  Wisdom,  that 
by  aid  of  foreign  Philosophemes  would  lay  deeper  the 
foundations  of  the  Positive  and  Traditional.’  We  know, 
too,  that  in  Alexandria,  the  scat  of  Gnosticism,  there 
was  a desire  and  an  effort  to  reconcile  and  unite  ‘op- 
posing Philosophemes;’  there,  ‘when  the  fair  blossom 
of  Greece,  which  the  bland  heaven  had  evoked,  w.as 
faded  and  Avithered  up.  Art  sought  to  replace  Avhat 
Nature  no  longer  spontaneously  offered.’  These  are 
certainly  Ankliinge,  assonances ; but  it  is  not  to  be 
supposed  that  they  Avere  suggestive  to  Hegel ; rather 
they  ought  to  be  suggestive  to  us  only — suggestive  of 
the  analogy  of  the  Historical  Occasions : and,  for  the 
rest,  Ave  have  to  be  thankful  that  Hegel  has  probablj’ 
effected,  by  tenacious  dogging  of  the  pure  Notion,  Avhat 
the  Gnostics,  soaring  into  the  figurate  Gonception,  Avere 
only  able  to  convert  into  the  monstrosities  of  dream. 

We  pass  now  from  What  sort  to  Flow  much  ; nor  is 
it  difficult  to  see  that  How  much  is  indifferent  to  What 
sort,  or  that  it  is  just  the  indifferent  limit. 
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V. 

A SUM^LVRY  OR  TRANSLATION,  COMMENTED  AND  IN- 
TERPRETED, OF  THE  SECOND  SECTION  OF  THE 
COMPLETE  LOGIC,  QUANTITY. 

We  have  seen  the  collapse  of  the  entire  round  of  the 
constituents  of  Quality  into  a simple  identity  from  the 
qualitative  indilTerence  of  which,  its  own  opposite,  a 
wholly  new  sphere.  Quantity/,  emerges.  This  emer- 
gence, what  Hegel  names  the  t^iferschicd,  the  sc-cern- 
ment,  the  se-cession,  the  dif-ference,  we  have  now  more 
closely  to  consider. 

This  section  opens  in  a strain  of  singularly  rich  and 
beautiful  reflexion,  which  is  also  always  somehow  of  a 
double  aspect.  On  one  aspect,  it  is  still  Qualitative 
Being-for-Sclf  which  we  have  before  us  — the  Voice, — 
thoroughly  identified  with,  and  indifferent  to,  its  own 
Determinateness  — the  Notes  ; and  on  the  other  aspect 
w'e  sudderdy  find  that  this  is  Quantity.  The  hfe  of  the 
Voice  is  now  just  indifferent  continuity  of  one  or 
and  what  is  that  but  Quantity  ? This  reference  being 
kept  steady,  the  expressions  of  Hegel,  however  coy  and 
elusive,  will  become  intelligible.  Quality — a Note — 
win  be  readily  granted  to  be  ‘ the  first,  the  im  mediate, 
or  the  direct  Detenninateness ; ’ whereas  Quantity  is  a 
Determinateness  which  is  indifferent,  so  to  speak,  to 
what  it  is  — indifferent  to  the  Being  it  conveys  : ‘ it  is 
a Limit  which  is  none ; it  is  Being-for-Self  directly 
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identical  with  the  Being-for-Other  ; — the  Eepulsion  of 
the  many  ones  (the  Notes),  which  is  immediately  their 
non-repulsion,  their  continuity  ’ — or  the  Voice  which 
is  in  the  Notes  and  through  the  Notes,  at  onee  Being- 
for-Self  and  Being-for-Other.  Tlie  duphcity  of  this 
description  is  very  evident : inwardly  it  applies  to  our 
latest  qualitative  values,  but  outwai’dly  it  just  names 
Quantity,  which  is  now  then  explicit. 

Again,  the  Notes  appear  no  longer  to  have  their 
affair  in  themselves,  but  in  another,  the  Voice,  while 
at  the  same  time  both  they  and  it  are  reflected  into 
themselves  as  indifferent  limits : that  is,  ‘ the  Deter- 
minateness in  general  is  out  of  itself,  a something 
directly  external  to  itself  and  to  the  Something ; such 
a Limit,  its  indifference  in  its  own  self,  and  the  indif- 
ference of  the  Something  to  it,  constitutes  the  quan- 
titative Determinateness  of  a Sometliing.’ 

It  must  be  regarded  as  a great  triumph  of  the 
method  of  Hegel,  that  a mere  dogging  of  the  pure 
Notion  as  it  trends  away  off  in  its  own  self  before  us, 
should  lead  to  such  an  exhaustive  statement  of  the 
idea  of  Quantity  — a statement,  too,  as  will  be  found 
in  the  end,  no  less  exhaustive  of  the  complete  theory 
than  of  the  mere  initiatory  idea. 

The  general  divmon  which  follows  now  will  be 
more  intelligible  after  the  Discussion  ; and  as  for  tlie 
Kemark,  it  contains  some  slight  illustrative  matter.  A 
corn-field,  for  example,  is  still  a corn-field,  though  its 
quantitative  limit  be  altered ; but  by  alteration  of  its 
qualitative  limit,  it  becomes  meadow,  wood,  &c.  A 
red,  whether  more  or  less  intense,  is  still  red ; but  its 
quality  being  changed,  it  ceases  to  be  red,  and  becomes 
blue,  &c.  Thus,  from  every  example,  we  may  see 
that  Quantity  always  concerns  a Beingness,  which  is 
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indifferent  to  the  very  deterrainateness  wliich  it  now, 
or  at  any  time,  has.  Quantity  is  usually  defined  ‘ any- 
thing that  will  admit  of  increase  or  decrease.’  To 
increase  is  to  make  more — to  decrease,  less — in  quantity. 
The  definition  is  thus  tautological  and  faulty.  Still,  the 
true  notion  is  implied  : we  see  the  distinction  of  Quan- 
tity to  be  its  own  indifference  to  becoming  other; 
which  othering  or  alteration,  too,  is  always  external. 
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CHAPTER  I. 
QUANTITY. 


A. 

PURE  QUANTITY. 

‘ Quantity  is  sublated  Being-for-Self ; ’ the  Voice  is 
identified  away  out  into  the  Notes  and  on  with  them  ; 
‘ or,  the  repelling  One  has  become  the  referring  One, 
relates  itself  to  its  Other  as  in  identity,  and  has  gone 
over  into  Attraction.  The  absolute  denyingness  of  the 
repelling  OnC  is  melted  out  into  this  Unity ; but  still 
this  Unity  as  containing  the  One  is  influenced  by  the 
immanent  repulsion  — it  is  unity  with  itself  as  unity 
of  the  Being-out-of  itself  Attraction  is  in  this  way  the 
moment  of  Continuity  in  Quantity.’ 

But  this  Unity  is,  so  to  speak,  no  dry  unity ; it  is 
the  Unity  of  Somewhat,  of  the  Many,  of  the  Units. 
Continuity,  then,  implies  Discretion.  The  one  unit  is 
what  the  other  is ; and  it  is  this  sameness  which  the 
Eepulsion  extends  into  the  Continuity.  Discretion  for 
its  part  is  confluent ; the  discretes  are  the  same  thing, 
one  then, — and  so  continuous. 

Quantity  is  the  Unity  of  Continuity  and  Discretion, 
but  firstly  in  the  form  of  Continuity,  inasmuch  as  it 
has  just  issued  from  the  self-identically  determinate 
Being-for-Self.  Quantity  is  now  the  truth,  the  Wahr- 
heit,  the  wareness,  the  perceived  factuality  of  the  Ab- 
solute, which  in  the  last  value  of  the  Being-for-Self  was 
left  as  the  self-sublating  self-reference,  the  self-perpetu- 
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ating  Coming-out  of-itself.  ‘ But  what  is  repelled  is  its 
own  self ; the  Eepulsion,  therefore,  is  the  genetic  pro- 
fluence  of  its  own  self.  Because  of  the  self-sameness  of 
what  is  repelled  and  driven  off,  this  very  dis-ceming  is 
uninterrupted  continuity  ; and  because  of  the  Coming- 
out-of-itself,  this  Continuity,  without  being  interrupted, 
is  at  the  same  time  plurality,  which  just  as  much  abides 
in  its  equality  with  itself.’ 

These  last  sentences  very  tolerably  convey  Hegel’s 
central  conception  of  the  Divine  Life,  which  is  always 
a perpetual  One  in  a perpetual  Many  — a perpetual 
Self  in  a perpetual  Other.  What  is,  is  the  One  flicker 
of  a Two ; what  is,  is  nictitation. — Again,  one  sees 
very  clearly  into  the  moments  here  : they  are  Con- 
tinuity and  Discretion,  Quantity,  the  same  but  dif- 
ferent. That  Continuity  will  become  extension.  Dis- 
cretion intension,  one  can  readily  anticipate : one  can 
see,  indeed,  that  Continuity  will  become  by-and-by  the 
outer,  and  Discretion  the  inner.  Nor  is  it  to  be  for- 
gotten that  Continuity  and  Discretion,  Eepulsion  and 
Attraction,  One  and  Many,  Being-for-Self  and  Being- 
for-One,  Finite  and  Infinite,  Something  and  Other,  &c., 
were  originally  Being  and  Nothing — the  first  abstnact 
truths,  as  Becoming  was  the  first  concrete  one,  though 
but  in  naked  abstraction  aU  the  same. 

Two  very  important  Eemarks  are  here  now  inter- 
calated. In  the  first,  the  first  point  noticed  is,  that 
Quantity  is  everywhere  the  real  Possibility  of  the  One, 
the  Unit ; but  that,  vice  versd,  the  One,  the  Unit,  is  no 
less  directly  continuous.  The  tendency  of  Conception 
to  confound  continuity  with  composition  is  then  re- 
marked on  — composition  as  a mere  external  putting 
together  of  the  Units;  eacli  of  these  — as  we  saw  in 
atomism  — being  all  the  while  self-identically  inde- 
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pendent.  This  idea-less  externality  of  view  is  to  be 
exchanged  for  the  living  intemality  of  the  concrete 
notion.  Even  Mathematic  rejects  such  composition  of 
indifferent  discretes  — what  at  any  time  it  regards  as 
Sum  is  but  for  the  occasion  so,  and  even  in  its  discre- 
tion is  an  infinite  Many. — A quotation  from  Spinoza 
next  occurs,  which  maintains  two  modes  of  conceiving 
Quantity,— one  through  imagination,  and  one  through 
intellect-,  the  fonner  finite,  divisible,  composite, — the 
latter  infinite,  indivisible,  single.  It  is  interesting  to 
see  in  Spinoza  the  Hegelian  distinction  between  imagin- 
ation (Vorstellung)  and  intellect  (Begriff),  at  the  same 
time  that  it  is  not  for  a moment  to  bo  supposed  that 
it  was  derived  from  him ; as  well  might  we  assert  — 
inasmuch  as  it  is  quite  capable  of  being  regarded  as 
potential  germ  in  that  direction  — that  to  this  passage 
in  Spinoza  Kant  owes — ^what  mainly  constitutes  him — 
his  manifold  of  Sense  and  his  ujiity  of  the  Notion. 
There  is  here  a further  parallelism,  indeed:  Spinoza 
characterises  the  view  of  Imagination  as  abstract  or 
superficial,  and  that  of  Intellect  as  substantial ; now 
this,  again,  concerns  the  Many  of  Sense  and  the  One 
of  Intellect ; — Imagination  (Sense)  sees  abstract  super- 
ficiahty.  Intellect  concrete  substance.  We  may  un- 
derstand from  this  how  it  is  that  Hegel  regards  the 
operation  of  the  first  moment,  Simple  Apprehension 
(identified  with  Verstand),  as  of  an  abstract  nature. 
The  object  of  this  faculty,  indeed,  is  always  abstract 
identity,  surface-sameness,  Seyn ; it  is  another  faculty 
that  seeks  substance,  the  Wesen,  the  Notion.*  It  is 

* The  Remark  to  the  ‘ Relation  development,  this  offers  itself,  and 
of  Outer  and  Inner  ’ (Log.  ii.  180)  this  essentially  is  to  bo  recognise<l — 
explicitly  states  tliis.  ‘ In  every  that  the  First,  in  that  Sonuthiny  is 
natural,  scientific,  and  spiritual  only  first  of  all  inwardly  or  in  its 
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not  only  interesting,  but  corroborative,  to  come  thus 
on  thoughts  in  different  great  writers,  which  thoughts, 
though  with  very  different  lookings  in  each,  involve  at 
bottom  the  same  truths : at  the  same  time,  it  is  not 
the  competent  student,  but  only  the  feverishly  am- 
bitious and  feverishly  imbecile  (and  so  exasperated) 
dipper,  who  will  talk  in  such  cases  of  plagiarism. — 
Time,  Space,  Matter,  Light,  the  Ego,  are  then  charac- 
terised as  examples  of  pure  Quantity,  and  in  those 
penetrating  terms  peculiar  to  Hegel:  Space,  an  ab- 
solutely continuous  Out-of-itself-ness,  a self-identical 
Otherwise-ness  and  again  Othefwiseness ; Time,  an 
absolute  Out-of-itself-coming-uess,  a production  of  the 
One,  the  Instant,  the  Now,  which  is  the  immediate 
disappearance  of  the  same,  and  always,  again,  the  dis- 
appearance of  this  disappearance ; so  that  this  self- 
production of  Non-being  is  no  less  simple  self-equality 
and  self-identity.  As  for  Matter,  Leibnitz  remarks,  ‘ It 
is  not  at  all  improbable  that  Matter  and  Quantity  are 
really  the  same  thing ; ’ and  Hegel  adds,  ‘ in  effect 
these  notions  differ  only  in  this — that  Quantity  is  the 
pure  Notion,  while  Matter  is  the  same  tiling  in  out- 
ward existence.’  Lastly,  the  Ego  is,  as  pure  Quantity, 
an  absolute  Becoming-otherwise,  an  infinite  removal  or 
omni-lateral  repulsion  into  the  negative  freedom  of  the 
Being-for-Self,  which  remains  still,  however,  directly 
simple  continuity  — the  continuity  of  Universality,  or 
of  Being-by-Self — which  is  uninterrupted  by  the  in- 
finitely varied  limits,  the  matter  of  sensations,  percep- 
tions, &c. 

The  second  Remark  is  a Critique  on  Kant  in  regard 
to  his  Antinomies,  and  its  consideration  will  have  fitter 

notion,  is  just  on  that  account  only  particular  identity  as  tlicre-beent.’ 
its  immediate,  passive,  external.  But  see  the  whole  Bemarh. 
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place  elsewhere.  We  cannot  pass  it,  however,  without 
observing  that  it  is  an  analysis  of  such  annihilative 
penetration  and  resistless  force  as  is  without  even  the 
approach  of  a rival,  whether  before  or  since.  It  will 
assist  the  reader  here  to  know  that  the  difficidty  con- 
cerning the  infinite  divisibility  of  matter  rests  simply 
on  tlie  opposing  of  Continuity  to  Discretion,  at  the  same 
time  that  both  are  one  and  the  same  thing ; and  that 
the  solution,  consequently,  is  effected  by  pointing  out 
the  onemledness  of  the  opposition,  and  the  necesaiiy  of 
both  moments  coalescing  in  the  identity  of  Quantity. 
The  remark  ends  with  some  exceedingly  interesting 
references  to  the  Eleatics  and  to  Ileraclitus — to  Dio- 
genes, who,  by  walking,  supposed  himself  to  refute 
the  sophism  (falsely  so  named)  of  Zeno  in  regard  to 
motion — to  Aristotle,  to  Bayle,  &c.  Hegel  bestows 
great  commendation  on  the  Aristotelian  solution  of  the 
contradictions  of  Zeno  in  regard  to  the  Infinite  Divi- 
sibility, and  is  evidently  convinced  of  its  satisfactori- 
ness. This  solution  would  seem,  indeed, — though,  of 
course,  far  from  being  accompanied  by  the  ultimate 
definiteness  of  the  Hegelian  vision, — to  have  been  at 
bottom  the  same  as  Hegel’s,  and  to  have  consisted  in 
the  oj)posing  of  the  concrete  whole  and  real  to  the 
opposition  of  the  abstract  moments — in  the  opposing, 
that  is,  of  the  concrete  real  quantities  Time,  Space, 
Matter,  Motion,  &c.,  to  the  abstractions  Continuity  and 
Discretion.  Hegel  observes  here  — ‘ Bayle,  who,  in 
his  Dictionary,  art.  Zenon,  finds  Aristotle’s  solution 
of  Zeno’s  dialectic  “pitoyable,”  understands  not  the 
meaning  of.  Matter  is  only  in  possibility  infinitely  divi- 
sible : he  replies,  If  matter  is  infinitely  divisible,  then  it 
actually  contains  an  infinite  number  of  parts ; and  so 
what  we  have  is  not  an  infinite  en  puissance,  but  au 
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infinite  that  really  and  actually  exists.  Rather,  the 
Divisibility  is  itself  only  a possibility,  not  an  existing 
so  of  the  parts,  and  multiplicity  in  general  is  set  in 
the  continuity  only  as  moment,  as  wliat  is  sublated. — 
Sharp-sighted  Understanding, — in  which,  too,  Aristotle 
is  very  certainly  unsurpassed, — is  not  adequate  to  com- 
prehend and  decide  on  the  speculative  notions  of  this 
latter,  just  as  httle  so  as  the  coarseness  of  sensuous 
conception  already  mentioned  (Diogenes)  is  adequate 
to  refute  the  argumentations  of  Zeno  : said  Under- 
standing errs  in  this,  that  it  takes  for  something — for 
something  true  and  actual — such  mere  thought-things, 
sucli  mere  abstractions  as  an  infinite  number  of  parts ; 
while  said  sensuous  Conception,  on  its  side,  wdll  not  let 
itself  be  brought  beyond  what  is  empirical  and  up 
to  thoughts.’ — Tlie  conclusion  here  in  reference  to 
Diogenes  is  very  clever,  for  it  is  made  in  perception 
of  the  possiljle  objection  that,  after  all,  the  reply  of 
Diogenes  to  Zeno’s  argument  against  the  possibility  of 
motion  was  the  same  as  that  of  Aristotle, — the  oppo- 
sition, that  is,  of  the  concrete  fact  to  the  abstract 
tliought ; and  that,  if  there  were  any  diflerence  between 
tlie  two,  it  was  but  one  of  expression,  Aristotle’s  reply 
being  couched  in  terms  of  the  tongue  (writing),  and 
tliat  of  Diogenes  in  terms  of  the  legs  (walkuig). 
Hegel  lias  certainly  correctly  enough  prevented  this 
objection. 

There  is  a light  in  the  above  passage  from  Hegel  of 
a very  trying  quality  to  the  pretensions  of  such  men  as 
Coleridge,  De  Quincey,  and  Sir  William  Hamilton.  At 
page  102  of  his  own  edition  of  Reid’s  Works,  the 
last-named  very  distinguished  writer  will  be  found 
averring,  in  a note,  that  ‘ the  fallacy  of  Zeno’s  e.xpo- 
sition  of  the  contradictions  involved  in  our  notion  of 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


QUANTITY  INTERPRETED,  ETC. 


271 


motion  lias  not  yet  been  detected  ’ ! I suppose  tlie 
ordinary  reader  will  admit  that  he  has  been  taught  to 
believe,  both  by  the  voice  of  universal  rumour  and 
Hamilton’s  own,  that  Greek  and  German  were  the 
familiars  of  this  latter,  and  that,  accordingly,  he  had 
refuted  Hegel  and  thoroughly  mastered  Aristotle — or 
even,  perhaps,  superseded  him!  — Coleridge  will  be 
found  saying  somewhere  that  Zeno,  in  the  matter  of 
his  contradiction  in  regard  to  Infinite  Divisibility,  had 
forgot  to  bring  Time  into  account ; and  De  Quincey  will 
be  found  somewhere,  in  commentary  of  Coleridge,  firing 
up,  as  usual,  into  the  figurate  Conception  with  loud 
exclamation,  that  here  at  last  was  a voice  across  the 
ages  solving  the  mystery  I Coleridge’s  explanation 
here  is  but  a vague  mention  of  Time,  a schoolboy’s  guess, 
without  sight  of  what  it  meant  or  of  what  was  to  be 
done  with  it ; — Coleridge,  in  fact,  would  in  all  pro- 
bility  have  been  quite  powerless  before  the  rejoinder — 
Why,  Time  itself  is  an  example  of  the  same  Contradic- 
tion. Greek  and  German  were  the  strong  points  of 
Coleridge  and  De  Quincey  also ! It  is  just  possible 
that  Coleridge’s  remark  and  De  Quincey’s  Comment 
(though  with  less  probability  in  the  case  of  the  latter) 
preceded  1812  and  the  Logic  of  Hegel ; but  what  of 
Aristotle  ? — and  why  should  such  Grecians  not  have 
directly  consulted  him,  well  known  (Bayle)  to  have 
written  on  the  point  in  question,  w'hen  they  had  their 
attention  expressly  directed  to  the  Zcnonic  problem  ? — 
Take  it  as  one  may,  the  reality  of  Hegel,  the  sul>stance 
of  Hegel,  becomes  of  even  mountainous  solidity  in  the 
comparison  involuntarily  suggested — or  rather  there  is 
no  comparison,  one  of  the  terms  being,  in  relation  to 
the  rest,  manifestly  transcendent. 
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B. 

CONTINUOUS  AND  DISCRETE  QUANTITY. 

‘ 1.  Quantity  contains  the  two  moments  of  Continuity 
and  Discretion.  It  is  to  be  set  in  both  as  its  significates. 
It  is  immediate  unity  of  these,  already  at  first  hand ; 
i.  e.,  it  is  itself  set  at  first  hand  only  in  one  of  its 
significates,  Continuity,  and  is  thus  Continuous  Quan- 

‘ Or  Continuity  is,  indeed,  one  of  the  moments  of 
Quantity,  wliich  (Quantity)  is  completed  only  with  the 
other  moment.  Discretion.  But  Quantity  is  concrete 
unity  only  so  far  as  it  is  unity  of  distmguis/ied  moments. 
Tliese,  therefore,  are  to  be  taken  as  distinct  and  dif- 
ferent, certaiidy — not,  nevertheless,  to  be  resolved  again 
into  Attraction  and  Eepulsion,  but  in  their  truth  each 
as  remaining  in  its  unity  with  the  other,  i.e.,  as  the 
whole.  Continuity  is  only  coherent,  solid  unity  as 
unity  of  the  Discrete ; thus  expressed  it  is  no  longer 
only  moment,  but  entire  Quantity — continuous  Mag- 
nitude. 

‘ 2.  Immediate  Quantity  is  continuous  Magnitude. 
But  Quantity,  on  the  whole,  is  not  an  Immediate; 
Immediacy  is  a Determinateness  (a  Quality)  of  which 
Quantity  is  the  very  sublation.  It  is,  therefore,  to  be 
set  or  expressed  in  the  determinateness  which  is  imma- 
nent to  it : this  is  the  one  or  unit.  Quantity  is  discrete 
Magnitude. 

‘ Discretion  is,  like  Continuity,  a moment  of  Quan- 
tity ; but  it  is  itself  also  entire  Quantity,  just  because  it 
is  a moment  in  it,  in  tlie  whole,  and,  therefore,  even  as 
distinguished,  steps  not  out  of  this  whole,  not  out  of 
its  unity  with  the  other  moment.  Quantity  is  Ausser- 
eiuanderseyn,  asunderness,  out-of-one-another-ncss  in 
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it'idf,  and  continuous  Magnitude  is  tliis  Asunder-ness 
as  setting  itself  forward  without  negation,  as  a colie- 
rence  that  is  equal  and  alike  within  itself.  But  discrete 
Magnitude  is  this  Asunder-ness  as  incontinuous,  as  inter- 
rupted. With  this  Many  of  Ones  there  are  not  again 
jn'esent,  however,  the  Many  of  the  Atom  and  the  Void — 
Bepulsion  in  general.  Because  discrete  Magnitude  is 
Quantity,  its  Discretion  is  itself  continuous.  Tliis 
Continuity  of  the  Discrete  consists  in  this,  that  the 
ones  or  units  are  alike,  are  equal  to  one  another,  or 
that  they  have  the  same  unity,  the  same  oneness  (i.e., 
of  being  the  Like  of  one  another).  Discrete  Magnitude 
is  therefore  the  Asunder-ness  of  the  many  or  repeated 
One,  as  of  the  TJke  (as  of  this  Like  of  one  another, 
or  of  the  Sameness),  not  the  many  One  as  such,  but 
e.Npressed  as  the  Many  or  Much  of  one  Unity.' 

The  above  is  an  exact  translation  ; and  translation  is 
necessitated  hero  by  the  imjiossibility  of  accomplishing 
any  closer  summarj’  tlian  the  text  itself.  This  is  a 
Comtant  Quantity  in  Hegel,  who  seldom  offers  any 
loose  tissue  of  raisonnement  to  give  a chance  of  dis- 
tillation or  compression  into  summary.  (The  true 
state  of  the  case,  then,  is,  not  the  impossibility  of 
extracting  any  sense  from  Hegel  without  distillation, 
but  this  impossibility  tcith  distillation,  or  rather  the 
impossibility  of  dLstillation  simply.)  But  little  com- 
ment seems  necessary.  The  immediacy  of  the  Con- 
tinuity of  Quantity  at  first  hand  depends,  it  will  be 
remembered,  on  the  quahtative  indifference,  the  value, 
from  which  it  issued.  Indeed,  this  value,  the  indifferent 
For-itself-beiint  One,  should  never  be  left  out  of  mind 
here,  as  it  is  precisely  from  this  One  that  Quantity  is, 
or  that  Quantity  derives  its  peculiai-  character.  The 
One  is  but  the  prototype  of  the  Discrete,  as  the  One- 

VOL.  II.  T 
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ness  is  but  tlic  prototype  of  the  Continuous.  The 
indifference  of  the  For-itsclf-beent  One,  is  just  tlie 
continiumce  of  tliis  One ; tliere  is  nothing  but  One, 
One,  One,  onwards  in  infinitum : what  is  this  but 
Quantity  in  both  of  its  moments?  The  reader,  in 
sliort,  must  never  forget  ever  and  anon  to  orient  him- 
self by  a reference  to  the — sub  specie  a’terni. — ‘Imme- 
diacy is  a Determinatene.ss  of  which  Quantity  is  the 
verj'  Sublation we  saw  tliis  to  be  the  case  when 
Quality  passed  into  Quantity ; that  transition  was 
simply  oneness,  immediacy  passing  into  indifference  ; 
but  still  in  the  indifference  there  is  the  immanent 
One,  which  is  the  Discrete  of  Quantity  : Quantity, 
then,  may  be  e.rpressed,  may  be  set  as  explicit,  as 
overt  in  this  its  moment  of  discretion,  or  it  may  be 
.so  stated.  Again,  this  One  that  is  the  Discrete,  is  also 
the  One,  One,  One,  the  One-ness  that  is  the  Continuous  ; 
and  either  moment  is  Quantity  and  the  same  Quantity, 
the  Discrete  as  the  One  at  all,  the  Continuous  as  the 
one  One  of,  or  through,  all  the  Ones.  This  will  suffice 
also  to  supply  the  necessary'  commentary  to  what  follows 
as  regards  ‘ the  Like  of  one  another,’  &c.  The  derivation 
of  our  asunder  from  the  German  auseinander  will  also 
be  obvious.  The  Header  must  be  struck  with  the 
marvellous  truth  to  the  nature  of  Quantity  contained 
in  language  that  is  meant  in  the  fii'st  instance  to  apply 
only  to  the  indifferent  absolute  One  we  had  reached  in 
Quality.  This  is  the  true  nature,  then,  of  the  Hegelian 
proijress,  as  it  is  of  Thought,  and  just  of  the  universe 
in  general, — Setzen,  E.rplicitation ; whatever  at  any 
time  we  have  before  us  suddenly  becomes  explicit  as 
another,  a new.  The  phrase  many  One  has  been  neces- 
sitated by  the  corresponding  phrase  of  the  original ; it 
will  be  found  not  to  shock  if  the  reader  read  with  his 
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mind  tlioroiiglily  addressed  to  tlie  self-equal,  self-like 
(discrete)  One,  that  is  also  the  many  (continuous)  One, 
of  the  one,  but  continued,  For-itself-beeiit  One.  The 
indifi’erence  is  the  Many  One, — the  Continuum  ; but  the 
one  One  that  is  persistently  immanent  all  this  time  in 
the  indifference,  in  the  continuance,  is  the  like  One,  the 
One  of  the  Oneness, — the  IHscretum.  Both  are  the 
same,  both  are  quantity ; or  quantity  is  only  at  once 
through  their  sameness  and  their  distinction  : Avithout 
immanent  difference  or  distinction  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  recognition  of  an  Inhalt,  an  object,  a concrete, 
in  any  case ; and  in  every  case  the  question  is  Avhich 
moment  is  the  set  one,  the  express  or  explicit  one,  and 
which  is  the  implicit  one  that  is  for  the  time  only 
in  itself  ? — Bestimmung,  it  will  be  seen,  has  been 
translated  siyni/icate  ; it  might  have  been  translated 
function  ; but,  indeed,  Bestimmung  always  refers  to 
signification,  denotation.  As  regards  the  immediacy, 
in  Avhich  Quantity  appears  as  continuous,  it  is  to  be 
remarked  that  the  first  moment  of  the  Notion  in  all 
its.  forms  is  one  of  immediacy ; it  is  always  the  mo- 
ment of  identity,  of  understanding  or  simple  appre- 
hension, and  that  is  immediacy.  The  three  moments 
may  Imj  respectively  named,  then.  Immediacy,  Mediacy, 
and  mediated,  or  re-mediated,  Immediacy : Apprehen- 
sion (understanding)  takes  up  just  what  is  before  it ; 
Judgment  refuses  it  as  it  is,  and  asks  for  it  in  another; 
Reason  resumes.  Re-extrication  of  the  moments  from 
each  ncAv  whole,  and  in  the  fonn,  or  with  the  peculiar 
nature,  of  this  new  Avhole,  is  the  spring  and  the  means 
of  the  movement,  or  just  the  movement : thus  Being 
acting  on  Nothing,  but  in  Becoming,  arose  as  Origin, 
Avhile  Nothing  acting  on  Being,  but  in  Becoming,  arose 
as  Decea.se ; Being  acting  on  Notliing,  but  in  There- 
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being,  re-appeared  as  Eeality,  and  Nothing  acting  on 
Being,  but  in  There-being,  re-appeared  as  Negation; 
Being  acting  on  Notliing,  but  in  Something,  manifested 
itself  as  Ansichseyn,  in  itself-ness,  the  Something’s  own 
being,  and  Nothing  acting  on  Being,  but  in  tlie  Some- 
thing,  manifested  itself  as  the  Being-for-other,  the 
Being  of  the  Something  when  under  the  negation  of 
another,  that  is,  relatively  to  another,  and  so  on. 

Remark. 

' The  usual  separation  of  these  Quantities. 

‘ In  the  ordinary  figurate  conceptions  of  continuous 
and  discrete  magnitude,  it  escapes  notice  that  each  of 
these  magnitudes  has  in  it  both  moments,  as  well  con- 
tinuity as  chscretion,  and  that  their  diflcrence  depends 
only  on  which  is  the  explicit  determinateness,  and 
which  that  that  is  only  in  itself.  Time,  Space,  Matter, 
&c.,  are  continuous  magnitudes  in  that  they  are  repul- 
sions from  themselves,  a fluent  Coming-out-of-self,  that 
is  at  the  same  time  not  a going  over  or  a relation  to  a 
qualitative  other.  They  possess  an  absolute  possibility 
of  One  being  set  anyAvhere  and  everj-where  in  them  ; 
this  not  as  the  empty  possibility  of  a mere  otherwise- 
ness (as  if  one  should  say,  it  were  possible  that  in  place 
of  this  stone  there  were  a tree) ; but  they  possess  the 
principle  of  the  One  in  themselves,  it  is  the  One  of  the 
factors  which  compose  them. 

‘ Conversely  in  the  case  of  discrete  quantity  the 
presence  of  continuity  is  not  to  be  overlooked ; this 
moment,  as  has  been  shown,  is  One  iis  oneness. 

‘ Continuous  and  discrete  magnitudes  are  capable  of 
being  regarded  as  species  of  Quantity,  only  if  the  magni- 
tude is  not  set  under  any  e.Kternal  determinateness  (as 
a certain  So-much),  but  under  the  peculiar  distinctions 


Digitized  by  Google 


Ql'ANTm'  IXTERrRETEP,  ETC.  S77 

or  determinatenesses  of  its  own  niommts ; the  ordinary 
transition  from  genus  to  species  is  such  as  to  render  the 
former  liable  to  the  ascription  of  external  distinctions 
dependent  on  some  distributive  principle  external  to  it. 
Withal,  continuous  and  discrete  magnitudes  are  not 
quanta  ; they  are  only  Quantity  itself  in  each  of  its  two 
forms.  They  may  be  named  magnitudes  so  far,  perhaps, 
as  they  have  tliis  in  common  with  the  Quantum,  that 
they  are  a pccuhar  determinatene.ss  m Quantity.’ 

This  Eemark  is  also  an  exact  translation,  and  little 
comment  seems  necessary.  The  One  as  Oneness  is  con- 
tinuity ; Oneness  ns  One  is  discretion.  The  distinctions 
will  not  remain  in  dry  self-identity : the  Geometrical 
point  is  potential  space.  Attraction  is  Kepulsion,  Ee- 
pulsion  is  Motion,  &c.,  and  the  question  always  is,  which 
elementary  distinction  is  overt,  express,  exphcit,  osten- 
sive,  and  which  latent,  implicit,  indicated,  indirect,  &c.  ? 
Setzen  contains  the  whole  mysteiy : the  Moon  here  is 
always  either  full  or  new.  A concrete  must  have 
difference  and  identity  ; mere  difference  were  dissolu- 
tion, and  mere  identity  were  equally  extinction.  Space 
has  both  principles  ; so  also  Time ; and  these,  though 
both  pure  Quantities,  are  still  different.  The  One  and 
the  Many  of  Space  are  at  once  and  together.  The  One 
of  Time  never  is  and  always  is  ; its  One  is  its  Many,  its 
Many  its  One  : Time  is  thus  a symbol  of  the  Absolute. 

C. 

LIMITATION  OF  QUANTITY. 

‘ The  discrete  magnitude  has  firstly  tlie  One  as  its 
principle,  and  is  secondly  Multiplicity  of  tlie  Ones  ; 
thirdly,  it  is  essentially  continuous,  it  is  the  One  at  the 
same  time  as  a sublated  one,  as  oneness,  self-continuation 
as  such  in  the  discretion  of  the  Ones.  It  is  set,  therefore. 
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as  a Magiiituile,  and  the  peculiar  determinateness  of 
such  magnitude  is  tlie  one  which  in  tliLs  position  and 
particular  Being  is  excludent  one — limit  in  the  unity. 
The  discrete  imignitude  as  such  is  supposed  to  be  im- 
mediately not  limited ; but  as  distinguished  from  the 
continuous  magnitude  it  is  as  a There-being  (a  special 
Beingness)  and  a Something,  the  determinateness  of 
which  is  the  one  which  one  as  in  a There-being  is 
idso  fii-st  Negation  and  Limit. 

‘ This  limit,  besides  being  referred  to  the  unity,  and 
besides  being  negation  in  this  unity,  is  as  one  also 
referred  to  itself,  and  thus  it  is  encompassing  and  con- 
taining limit.  The  limit  distinguishes  itself  not  in  the 
first  mstance  here  from  the  Something  of  its  There- 
being,  but  is  as  one  immediately  this  negative  point 
itself.  But  the  Being  that  is  here  limited  is  essentially 
as  continuity,  by  virtue  of  which  it  is  beyond  the  limit 
and  this  one,  and  is  in  that  regard  indiflereut.  The 
real  discrete  Quantity  is  thus  a Quantity,  or  Quantum, 
— Quantity  as  a There-being  and  Something. 

‘ In  that  the  one  which  is  limit,  contains  the  many 
ones  of  the  discrete  quantity  within  itself,  it  sets  these 
no  less  as  sublated  witliin  it ; it  is  thus  limit  in  the 
continuity  ns  such,  and  so  the  difference  between  con- 
tinuous and  discrete  magnitude  is  here  indifferent ; or 
more  correctly,  it  is  limit  in  the  continuity  of  die  one, 
as  much  as  in  that  of  the  other ; in  it  both  undergo 
transition  into  Quanta.' 

These  three  paragraphs  (of  C)  are  exactly  translated, 
but  sulRciently  difficult.  Intelligence  must  be  sought 
sub  specie  aterni  in  the  first  instance — ive  must  return 
to  look  again  at  the  indifferent  absolute  One  with  which 
we  entered  Quantity.  The  One,  the  many  Ones,  the 
one  One:  all  lies  there;  thc.se  are  the  1,2,  3 with 
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whicli  Hegel  sUxrts.  In  the  indifferent  life  of  the 
absolute  One  now,  tlie  One,  the  Unit,  is  still  as  the 
principle,  but  it  continues^  or  is  the  many  Ones,  and  also 
wlien  it  refers  back  to  these  and  the  series  of  these,  it 
is  one  One  and  a Quantity,  or  Quantum.  In  its  in- 
difference it  is  certainly  ‘ essentially  continuous  ‘ it  is 
tlie  One  as  sublated  One,  as  Unity it  is  its  own  ‘self- 
continuation in  the  discretion  of  the  Ones.’  It  is  thus 
a quantity,  and  the  peculiar  specificity  of  this  quantity 
depends  on  the  One  that  is  its  limit.  A Ten  depends 
on  tlie  tenth.  Tliis  One  (the  tenth)  is  seen  also  to  be 
the  exdud'Hit  One.  The  quantity  to  wliich  this  One  is 
limit  is  cliaracterised  as  Dasejm,  as  Etwas,  and  as 
dieses  Gesetztseyn.  Etwas  is,  of  course,  translated 
only  Something ; Daseyn  now  as  There-being  (special 
Beingness),  and  again  as  particular  Being.  As  for 
Gesetztseyn,  it  will  be  found  translated  on  this  oc- 
casion, and  not  infelicitously,  by  ‘ in  this  positmi.' 
But  why  these  words  are  used  in  this  place  requires  a 
word  of  explanation.  The  key  to  the  whole  lies  in 
what  has  taken  place  : the  One  is  One,  as  continued  it 
is  many  Ones,  but  as  continued  it  is  also  one  One.  Now 
this  last  step  is  as  a reflexion  from  other  or  others  into 
self;  but  that  is  precisely  the  constitution  of  Some- 
thing. Again,  the  continuance  through  the  series  of 
the  Ones  is  a Werden,  a Becoming,  while  its  suspension 
(by  the  reflexion  alluded  to)  gives  rise  to  a Daseyn,  a 
There-being,  a definite  relative  So-ness.  Lastly,  the 
reflexion  is  a Setzen,  and  the  result  is  a Gesetztseyn ; 
the  reflexion  is  only  an  explicitaX'ion  of  what  was  before 
implicit,  and  the  result  is  a Tiew  explicitness,  a new 
position,  where  this  last  word  may  be  considered  an 
equivoque  of  and  between  its  ordinary  and  its  logiatl 
senses.  It  will  not  be  difficult  to  see  now,  tlien,  that 
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discrete  magnitude,  passing  through  these  reflexions, 
lias  become  a Magnitude,  tlie  precise  value  or  deter- 
minateness of  wliich  depends  on  the  One  from  whidi 
the  reflexion  back  was  made ; this  one  is  the  limit  or 
tlie  excludent  one  in  tlie  new  position,  or  special  There- 
ness  which  has  been  just  effected  througli  the  reflexion. 
The  tenth  one  in  a ten  will  readily  illustrate  all  tliis. 
The  tenth  one  is  tlie  limit,  the  excludent  one,  the  barrier 
that  stops  entrance  to  all  other  ones  ; but  it  is  the  re- 
flexion of  this  tenth  one  into  the  other  ones  that  gives 
birth  to  the  particular  and  peculiar  and  every  way 
unique  and  special  quantity  Ten  or  a Ten  ; the  whole 
acquires  the  edje,  the  specificity  of  this  one ; each  of 
the  other  ones  is  as  it — a tenth  ; each  of  the  other  ones 
is  it ; from  it  is  the  new  expUcitation,  the  new  position, 
the  new  J'/icre-ness,  the  new  Something — Ten.  The  Ten 
is  at  first  as  ten  units — discrete  — without  any  definite 
bouudaiy  line — but  these  ten  as  distinguished  from 
the  possible  continuation  or  continuity  onwards  into 
and  through  other  units,  are  a special  definite  There- 
ness  and  So-ness,  a special  definite  Something  of  which 
the  One  (the  tenth)  is  at  once  the  specificity,  and  also 
— as  in  a There-being  (negated,  suspended  Becoming) 
— the  fii-st  negation  and  limit.  Thus  far  the  first  para- 
graph ; which  being  thoroughly  understood,  the  two 
remaining  ones  will  not  be  difficult.  The  reader,  how- 
ever, may  object  here — why  the  digression? — why  leap 
from  the  very  absolute  of  absolutes  to  a thing  so  ver}' 
everyday  and  common  as  the  number  Ten  ? We 
answer,  there  is  no  necessity  for  the  digression  ; all 
must  still  be  conceived  as  mb  specie  aitemi ; the  num- 
ber ten  is  but  an  empirical  illustration.  The  life,  so  to 
speak,  of  the  quahtative  One,  now  a quantitative  One, 
is  still  to  be  pursued  by  the  cine  and  the  virtue  of  the 
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piure  Notion.  WHiat  is,  is  now  pure  Quantitj’,  sublated 
Quality,  Determinateness  external  to  its  own  self,  an  in- 
definitely continuous  ewtering  or  uttering  of  itself  of  the 
One  as  One,  One,  One ; hut  it  is  the  pure  Notion  that 
is  so  characterised,  and  whatever  is  implicit  in  this  cha- 
racterisation, that  notion  shall  duly  set  or  make  explicit 
for  us.  Now  One, — and  One,  One,  One, — and  again  One 
that,  referring  back,  resumes  these  oue-one-oues,  is  very 
fairly  the  movement  of  the  notion  in  such  an  element. 
Not  only  is  such  movement  characteristic  of  the  element 
as  element,  but  on  the  other  side,  it  Ls  the  characteristic 
movement  of  the  Notion  itself ; — it  is  again  Apprehen- 
sion, Judgment,  and  Eeason ; it  is'again  Identity,  Differ- 
ence, and  identified  Difference,  or  differentiated  Identity ; 
it  is  again  Immediacy,  Mediacy,  and  re-mediated  Im- 
mediacy, or  just  Immethate  Mediacy.  This  being  seen, 
another  deep  glance  into  Ilegel  has  been  effected  with 
realisation  of  the  chstinction  that  Ilegel  is  not  only  true 
to  the  principle,  the  Notion,  but  true  to  the  element 
al.<o ; and  so  only  is  it  that  what  he  says  is  the  exhaus- 
tive Metaphysic,  even  in  an  external  sense,  of  whatever 
sphere  he  enters.  A great  deal  has  been  written  about 
Cause  and  Effect,  for  example,  but  it  will  bo  found  that 
Ilegel  alone,  Avith  vigilant  eye  immovably  fixed  on  the 
pure  Notion,  has  been]  enabled  to  speak  the  ultimate 
Avord,  even  as  external  explanation,  on  this  subject  also. 
The  number  Ten,  then,  illustrates,  but  it  does  not 
create  the  present  phase  of  the  Absolute  or  of  the 
Notion ; that  phase  is  one  of  pure  Quantitj’,  and  is 
apphcable  not  to  numbers  onlj’,  but  to  extension  as 
Avell.  There  arc  many  readers  to  Avliom  all  this  pro- 
secution of  a one,  one,  one,  &c.,  A\’ill  appear  but  trifling 
— a trifling  Avholly  uinvorthy  of  groAvn  men  : even  so, 
to  an  external  eye,  a bearded  Archimedes  scratching 
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lines,  triangles,  squares,  circles,  &c.,  might  seem  but  a 
great  boy  very  unworthily  employing  liimself.  Archi- 
metles,  however,  through  tliese  scratches  brought  no 
less  a power  tlian  that  of  Borne  to  bay ; througli  these 
scratches  Arcliimedes  and  the  like  enabled  us  to  move 
mountains  and  to  change  seas,  enabled  us  to  seize  Space 
and  Time  themselves : these  scratches,  indeed,  have  been 
to  us  the  express  successive  steps  heavenwards.  So 
Hegel,  following  these  soap-bubbles  of  one,  one,  one, 
&c.,  has  made  us  freemen  of  the  Absolute  itself. 

Tlie  tentli  of  the  ten  will  be  found  to  illustrate  the 
first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  also ; it  is 
‘ referred  to  the  unity  ’ — Ten  ; it  is  ‘ negation  in  this 
unity  ; ’ it  stops  Ten  there,  and  it  stops  others  off  from 
Ten  ; it  is  also  ‘ referred  to  itself,’ — it  is  the  tenth,  and 
so  each  of  the  others  is  a tenth,  and  the  ten  itself  has  in 
it  (the  tenth)  its  own  particular  value  or  virtue ; and 
thus  is  it  ‘ encompassing  and  containing  limit.’  The 
ten  — to  follow  the  next  sentence  — ai’e  thus  in  the 
tenth,  the  limit,  ‘ this  negative  point  itself’ ; the  tenth, 
then,  is  thus  not  distinguished  fi'om  the  Something, 
the  Ten.  Still  the  Ten  are  a ‘ Being — essentially  con- 
tinuity — a Ten  — beyond  this  limit,’  this  single  One, 
the  tenth,  and  in  that  respect  ‘ indifferent  to  it.’  It  is 
thus  a Quantity,  and  a Something  with  a specific  There- 
ness  or  peculiar  nature. 

The  last  paragraph  opens  with  renewed  considera- 
tion of  the  tenth  unit  of  the  ten  ; as  it  is  it  which  gives 
the  Avhole  peculiar  character  of  the  number — a ten — 
it  is  the  qualitative  and  quantitative  limit ; quantita- 
tively it  limits  the  continuity  ; qualitatively  it  absorbs 
into  itself  all  the  other  units — each  is  a tenth,  but  only 
through  it ; it  is  thus  limit  in  the  continuity  generally, 
limit  to  the  continuity  ixs  such,  and  limit  also,  as  it 
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were,  to  the  continuity  of  the  discrete.s  themselves  (in 
that  it  sums  and  absorbs  them).  Thus  is  it  that  — 
(tlie  tenth  unit  sublating,  absorbing,  or  taking  up  into 
itself  both)  — ‘continuous  and  discrete  magnitude  is 
here  indifferent,’  or  that  ‘ both  undergo  transition  into 
Quanta,’  the  discretes  becoming  eacli  a tenth  and  so 
in  continuity  Ten  — through  tlie  limiting  tenth. 

The  reader  will  find  the  ilhrstratiou  here  a very 
perfect  key  to  a very  blank  door  indeed  of  indefinite 
abstraction.  Nevertheless,  it  is  always  to  the  Abso- 
lute that  the  reader  mu.st  first  address  himself ; only 
HO  will  he  find  himself  at  home  also,  if  we  may  speak 
thus,  with  .soap,  soda,  and  pearl-a.sh. 

What  is  explicit  now  is  Quantity  as  such — whether 
di.screte  or  continuous — reduced  to  Limit, — let  us  well 
observe  this. 
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CHAPTEK  II. 

QUAXTITM. 

‘ The  Quantum,  jirst  of  all  Quantity  with  a Detcrmi- 
natene.ss  or  Limit  in  general, — is  in  its  perfect  Deter- 
minateness the  Number  (the  Digit  or  Cipher).  The 
Quantum  distinguishes  itself — 

‘ secondly,  in  the  first  instance,  into  the  exteiisive 
Quantum,  in  which  the  Limit  is  as  limitation  of  the 
there-beent  multiplex  (or  Many) ; in  the  second  in- 
stance, (this  There-being  passing  into  Being-for-self) — 
into  intensive  Quantum,  Degree,  which,  as  for-itself  and 
even  so  no  less  immediately  out  of  itself  seeing  that 
it  is  as  indifTerent  Limit  even  when  for-itself, — has  its 
Determinateness  in  another.  As  this  express  contra- 
diction, to  be  thus  simply  determined  within  itself  and 
at  the  same  time  to  have  its  determinateness  out  of 
itself,  and  to  jioint  for  this  detenninateness  out  of  itself, 
the  Quantum  passes  over — 

‘ thirdly,  as  what  is  expressly  in  itself  external  to 
itself,  into  the  Quantitative  Infinite.’ 

If  not  intelligible  now,  this  division  will  become 
intelligible  by  the  end  of  the  chapter.  The  Many, 
the  Multiplex,  the  Ones,  or  Units  of  extensive  Quanta, 
are  evidently  there-beent ; they  are  not  ansich ; they 
are  distinguishably  there  ; they  are  relative  distinctivity 
there  ; they  are  palpably  there — sensibly  there ; and 
they  are  what  they  are  through  negatiou  of  Becoming, 
Limit. 
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THE  NTMBER  OR  DIGIT. 

‘ Quantity  is  Quantum,  or  has  a limit ; both  as 
continuous  and  as  discrete  magnitude.  The  difference 
of  these  kinds  has  here  at  fii’st  hand  no  import.’ 

This  lias  just  been  seen  ; the  limit  of  the  continuum 
is  the  limit  also  of,  or  affects  with  its  own  virtue,  the 
discreta. 

‘ As  sublated  Being-for-self,  Quantity  is  already  in 
and  for  itself  indifferent  to  its  limit.  But  withal  the 
limit,  or  to  be  a Quantum,  is  just  so  not  indifferent  to 
it ; for  it  contains  the  One,  absolute  determinedness, 
within  itself  as  its  own  moment,  which  One,  therefore, 
as  explicit  in  its  continuity  or  unity,  is  its  limit,  which, 
however,  remains  as  One,  as  which  One  it  (the  Quan- 
tity) now  on  the  whole  is.’ 

This  is  intelligible  when  viewed  sub  specie  cetemi, 
and  also  when  illustrated  as  before  by  ten,  &c.  Sub- 
lated Being-for-self  is,  as  it  were,  punctuahty  gone 
over  out  of  itself  into  its  own  opposite,  and  that  is 
Quantity. 

‘ This  One  is,  therefore,  the  principle  md  princijnum 
of  the  Quantum,  but  as  One  of  Qjuantity.  So  it  is, 
firstly,  Continuou-s,  it  is  oneness  or  unity ; secondly,  it 
is  Discrete,  imphcit  (as  in  continuous)  or  (as  in  discrete 
magnitude)  explicit  Multiplicity  of  Ones,  which  have 
equality,  likeness,  sameness,  continuity,  the  same  one- 
ness or  unity  with  one  another ; thirdly,  this  One  is 
also  the  negation  of  the  Many  Ones  as  simple  limit,  an 
exclusion  of  its  otherwiseness  out  of  itself,  a deter- 
mination of  itself  counter  other  Quanta.  Tlie  One  is 
so  far,  (a)  limit  referent  of  self  to  self,  (fi)  self-compre- 
hensive limit,  and  (y)  other-excluding  limit.’ 
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All  this  is  pretty  much  what  we  saw  already  under 
(C.),  ‘ Limitation  of  Quantity,’  and  it  is  quite  suscep- 
tible of  the  same  illustration  : the  tenth  unit  may  be 
seen  — or  has  been  seen  — to  take  up  each  of  these 
three  attitudes  towards  itself,  towards  tlic  other  units, 
and  in  sublation  of  these.  This  is  so  easy  of  applica- 
tion now,  that  no  more  need  be  said.  ‘ An  exclusion 
of  its  otherwiseness  out  of  itself : ’ in  the  ten  there  arc 
1,  2,  &c.  ; now  these,  as  1,  2,  3,  &c.,  are  the  other- 

wiseness, but  they  are  excluded  as  othervviseness  by 
the  tenth,  and  have  become  equally  tenth,  converted, 
that  is,  into  the  one  identity. 

‘ The  Quantum  in  these  forms  completely  explicit  is 
the  Number  (the  Cipher,  the  Digit).  The  complete 
position  or  explicitation  lies  in  the  special  nature  of  the 
Limit  as  Multiplicity,  and  so  in  its  distinction  as  well 
from  the  unity.  The  Number  appears  on  this  account 
as  a discrete  magnitude,  but  it  has  in  the  unity  equally 
continuity.  It  is  therefore,  thus,  the  Quantum  in  per- 
fect determinateness  (specificity) ; tliis,  inasmuch  as  the 
limit  in  the  Digit  is  as  determinate  Multiplicity,  which 
has  for  principle  the  One,  the  directly  Determinate. 
Continuity  (as  that  in  which  the  One  is  only  in  itself, 
or  as  sublated),  expressed  as  Unity,  is  the  Form  of  In- 
determinateness, Indefiniteneas.’ 

To  return  to  the  paragraph  of  the  text  immediately 
preceding  the  last,  for  a moment  — we  would  observe 
that  the  division  or  distribution  with  which  it  ends  is 
exceedingly  instructive,  inasmuch  as  the  general  prin- 
ciple of  such  movement  comes  veiy  clearlj’^  to  the 
surface.  Number,  meaning  any  number  or  digit,  is  a 
limit,  firstly,  Self-referent ; secondly.  Self-comprehen- 
sive ; thirdly,  Excludent  of  other.  The  self-reference  is 
identity,  immediacy.  Simple  Apprehension,  but  in  the 


Digitized  by  Google 


QUANTITY  INTERPKETKD,  ETC. 


287 


element  before  us — unity.  The  comprehendingness, 
embracingness,  clipping  or  shutting  about-ness  (Uin- 
schliessend)  of  the  Second  is  difference,  inediacy,  refer- 
ence to  other,  Judgment,  but,  in  the  present  element. 
Many.  Under  the  tliird  head  we  have  what  Hegel 
may  be  described  as  always  specially  bringing  us,  the 
Remedy,  the  Ee-mcdiacy,  identity  through  difference, 
that  is,  differentiated  identity  or  idcntifled  difference, 
reference  to  self  through  reference  to  other,  an  othered 
.self,  or  a selfed  other,  a concrete  determinate  definite 
One,  the  moment  of  Eeason,  but  here,  in  this  element, 
a numerical  whole,  a Number.  That  is  (with  special 
regard  to  the  elemeyil),  unity  and  amount  (amount  of 
constitutive  unities,  that  is, — Einheit  und  Anzahl)  are 
the  Moments  of  the  Number,  the  Cipher,  the  Digit. 
The  concrete,  then,  is  the  Number,  and  the  moments 
can  be  seen  in  its  regard  to  be,  tlie  one.  Identity,  and 
the  other.  Difference,  and  both,  so  far,  relatively  abs- 
tract. Quantity,  as  a whole,  might  be  more  simply 
divided  into  the  Universal — Quantity,  the  Particular — 
Tantity,  and  the  Singular — Quantified  Tantity  or  Tan- 
tified  Quantity  (which  last  is  just  Quantitative  Ee- 
lation).  In  the  same  way.  Quality  might  have  been 
divided  into  Quahty,  Tality,  and  QuaUfied  Tahty,  or 
Talified  Quality  (Being-for-self).  The  parallelism  of  the 
other  triplets  which  we  now  know,  will  readily  suggest 
itself.  As  regards  the  general  division  of  the  Whole, 
IjOgic,  Nature,  Spirit,  it  can  be  seen  to  be  quite  parallel 
with  Quality,  Quantity,  and  Measure, — with  Universal, 
Particular,  and  Singular,  &c.  &c.  As  for  the  division 
of  Logic  into  Seyn  (Being),  Wesen  (Essence),  and  Be- 
griff  (Notion),  it  is  strikingly  parallel  with  Kant’s  Cate- 
gories of  Eelation,  as  if  Hegel  had  said  to  himself. 
Logic  is  the  Subject  inquiring  into  the  Object,  that  is. 
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into  iti  own  relations.  Now  Kant’s  Categories  of  Relation 
are — Substance,  Cause,  and  Reciprocity.  Seyn  (Being) 
is  analogous  to  Substance  ; liistorically,  it  is  the  Logic  or 
Pliilosopliy  of  the  Greeks,  whose  constant  inquiry  was, 
Wliat  is  tliis  Seyn,  tliis  Being?  A question  to  which 
tlierc  were  such  answei's  as.  Water,  Air,  Fire,  the  One, 
Becoming,  Number,  the  Atom,  Intelligence,  and  lastly, 
that  of  Socrates,  which,  though  in  a particular  element, 
was  an  sick,  or  in  itself,  the  abstract  generalised  Notion 
afterwards  perfected  by  Aristotle  through  Plato  into 
Formal  Logic.  We  may  say,  then,  here  that  the  Subject 
(among  the  Greeks,  that  is)  had  not  as  j’et  got  beyond 
Simple  Apprehension,  Understanding ; at  the  same 
time,  it  is  to  be  admitted  that  Aristotle  names,  and 
occupies  himself  to  some  extent  Avith,  the  concrete 
generalised,  or  univei'sal,  Notion.  Wesen,  Essentity,  is 
the  platform  of  the  modern  world,  which,  up  to  Kant, 
had  demanded,  in  regard  to  the  Object,  What  is  its 
cause  ? or,  what  is  the  «ime  thing.  What  is  it  in  another? 
And  what  is  this  but  Judgment  declaring  the  Object 
iiothhuj  as  per  ,se  ? Kant  for  his  part  inaugurated  the 
reign  of  Reason  : his  industry  Avas  Reason  an  sich,  in 
itself ; he  declared  tlie  Wesen,  the  Es.sential  Principle 
and  Nature,  to  be  the  Notion — or  Notional  Reci- 
procity. Into  this  final  form  at  least,  into  the  abso- 
lute or  concrete  UniA’ersal,  the  conception  of  Kant 
has  been  perfected  by  Hegel.  Socrates  reached  the 
abstract  Notion,  then,  and  Aristotle  completed  it  into 
the  abstract  Logic ; but  Kant  discoA’ered  the  concrete 
Notion,  and  Hegel  completed  it  into  the  concrete 
Logic.  This  single  .sentence  tells  the  Avhole  tale.  The 
concrete  Notion,  as  it  manifests  itself  in  Hegel,  is  per- 
haps, at  shortest,  this — The  Absolute  is  relative.  Suf- 
ficient reflection,  indeed,  Avill  soon  disclose  the  fact, 
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tl)at  au  Absolute  implies  relativity,  — that  an  Absolute 
is  an  Absolute  just  because  of  its  relativity,  or  just 
because  of  the  relativity  it  contains.  The  general 
method  of  Hegel,  then,  is,  in  accordance  with  this  con- 
stitution of  the  nature  of  things,  always  to  extricate 
from  any  Absolute  — any  self-identical  whole  may  be 
considered  an  absolute  — its  own  necessary  relativity, 
tlie  opposition  of  which  latter  to  the  former,  the  abso- 
luteness, results  in  the  collapse  of  both  into  a concrete 
and  new  identity.  All  this  has  been  already  said  in  a 
variety  of  forms  : it  is  just  the  Bcing-in-itself-ness  and 
the  Being-for-other-ness, — in  ultimate  abstraction  it  is 
just  Being  and  Nothing.  The  generalisation  of  So- 
crates, then,"  which  issued  in  abstract  induction  and 
abstract  deduction,  has,  in  the  hands  of  Hegel,  been, 
as  it  were,  doubled,  and  doubled  into  a concrete : at 
any  time  that  advance  is  made  to  a generalised  identity, 
note  must  be  made  of  the  other  side,  also,  of  the 
generahsed  difference  or  relativity,  which  will  be  found 
necessarily  to  constitute  and  give  its  peculiar  filling  to 
that  identity.  The  perception  of  tliis  double  constitu- 
tion of  the  nature  of  thought,  and  consequently  of 
things,  it  is,  that  has  enabled  Hegel  to  reverse  the 
process  of  Socrates  ; that  is,  instead  of  ascending  from 
the  immediate  object  to  universal  notions,  to  descend 
from  these  last  according  to  their  truth,  and  that  is  to 
say,  by  their  own  necessary  self-genetic  chain,  which 
ends  not  but  in  the  system  of  the  whole  — a system 
that  comprises  and  gives  meaning  and  place  even  to 
tlie  contingency  and  isolated  singleness  of  the  external 
Immediate. 

Passing  to  the  last  paragraph  translated,  it  is  not 
dilEcult  to  see  that  the  number  qua  number  is  the 
Quantum  completely  expUcit  in  the  fonns  mentioned. 

VOL.  II.  u 
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‘This  complete  position  or  explicitation  lies,  &c.,’ — that 
is,  the  principle  or  reason  of  this  process  expressed  by 
these  forms  lies,  &c  The  definition  that  occurs  at  the 
end,  of  the  ‘ Form  of  Indefiniteness,’  is  exceedingly 
happy. 

‘ The  Quantum  only  as  such  has  a limit ; its  limit  is 
its  abstract,  simple  determinateness.  But  the  Quantum 
being  a Number,  this  hrait  is  expressly  as  manifold 
within  itself.  It  (the  number)  contains  the  many  ones 
which  constitute  its  distinctive  being;  contains  them, 
however,  not  in  an  indefinite  manner,  but  the  deter- 
rainateness  of  the  limit  falls  into  them;  the  limit  ex- 
cludes other  units,  other  distinctive  being,  and  the 
units  included  by  it  are  a determinate  number, — the 
amount,  to  which,  as  the  discretion  in  the  way  in  which 
it  is  in  the  number,  the  other  is  the  unity,  the  con- 
tinuity of  the  same  number.  Amount  and  unity  con- 
stitute the  moments  of  Number. 

‘ As  regards  amount,  we  must  see  more  closely  how 
the  many  ones  of  which  it  consists  are  in  the  limit ; the 
expression  is  correct  that  the  amount  consists  of  the 
many,  for  tlie  ones  arc  in  it  not  as  sublated,  but  they 
are  in  it,  only  expressed  with  the  excluding  limit,  to 
which  they,  however,  are  indifferent.  But  it  is  not  so 
to  them.  In  the  case  of  There-being  (distinctive  being), 
the  relation  of  the  limit  to  it  had  firstly  expressed  itself 
so,  that  the  There-being  remained  standingas  the  affirma- 
tive on  tliis  side  of  its  limit,  and  it  (the  limit),  the  nega- 
tion, found  itself  without  by  the  border;  in  hke  manner 
as  regards  the  many  ones,  the  breaking-off  with  them 
and  the  exclusion  of  any  others  appears  as  a circum- 
stance whicli  falls  outside  of  the  included  ones.  But 
we  saw  there  that  the  limit  pervades  the  There-being, 
reaches  as  far  as  it,  and  that  the  Something  is  thereby, 
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a.s  regards  its  determination,  limited,  i.e.  finite.  Thus,  in 
tlie  quantitativity  of  Number,  we  conceive  a hundred — 
say — so  tliat  the  hundredth  one,  or  unit,  alone  appears 
to  limit  the  many  in  such  wise  that  they  are  a hun- 
dred. This  is  right  on  one  side ; but  then,  again, 
among  the  hundred  ones  no  one  has  any  preference, 
for  they  are  only  equal ; each  is  equally  the  hundredth ; 
tliey  belong  all  of  them,  therefore,  to  the  limit,  by  which 
limit  the  number  is  a hundred:  this  number  cannot 
want  any  one  of  them  for  its  special  determinateness ; 
the  others  make  up  thus  apart  irom  the  hundredth  one 
no  There-being  (distinctivity)  that  were  without  the 
limit  or  within  the  limit,  or  in  general  diflerent  from  it. 
The  Amount  is  not  therefore  a Many  as  against  the 
including,  limiting  one  or  unit,  but  constitutes  itself 
this  limitation,  which  is  a determinate  Quantum  ; the 
many  form  a number,  a Two,  a Ten,  a Hundred,  &c. 

‘ The  limiting  one,  now,  is  determinedness  counter 
other,  distinction  of  tlie  Number  from  others.  But  this 
distinction  is  not  qualitative  determinateness,  but  re- 
mains quantitative,  falls  only  into  the  external  Reflexion 
that  compares  ; a number  remains  as  a one  turned  back 
into  itself,  and  indiflbrent  to  others.  This  indifference 
of  a Number  to  others  is  an  essential  characteristic  of 
it ; this  it  is  that  constitutes  the  In-itself-ness  (the  inde- 
pendent self-subsistence)  of  its  nature,  but  at  the  same 
time  its  peculiar  eocternality.  It  is  such  numerical  one, 
as  the  absolutely  determined  one  that  has  at  the  same 
time  the  form  of  simple  Immediacy,  to  which,  therefore, 
any  reference  to  other  is  perfectly  external.  The  one 
that  is  a number  has  further  its  determinateness,  so  far 
as  that  determinateness  is  reference-to-other,  as  its  mo- 
ments within  itself,  in  its  distinction  of  unity  and  amount, 
and  the  amount  is  itself  a many  of  ones,  i.e.,  there  is 
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within  itself  this  absolute  externality.  This  contradic- 
tion of  Number  or  of  Quantum  in  general  within  itself 
is  the  quahty  of  quantum,  and  this  contradiction  will 
develope  itself  as  the  characterisation  of  this  quality 
proceeds.’ 

There-being,  as  used  in  tliis  connexion,  refers  to  the 
special  values  of  the  various  numbers;  a Two,  a Ten, 
a Hundred,  &c.,  can  be  seen  to  have  a Daseyn,  a There- 
being  of  its  own,  a peculiar  distinctivify  which  belongs 
to  it  and  to  nothing  else.  This  throws  light  on  Daseyn 
itself,  which  is  always  thus,  as  it  were,  the  peculiar  and 
differentiating  sensibleness  or  palpableness  of  anything 
whatever  ; it  is  distinctive  relativity.  That  it  and  its 
peculiarity  arise,  too,  from  a negated  Werden — ^here  a 
counting  forward,  one,  two,  three,  &c., — is  also  well 
seen  in  this  example.  The  irrespective  independent 
apathy,  neutrality,  and  externaUty  of  number  are  well 
touched.  Bestimmtheit,  Determinateness,  is  also  well 
seen  here  to  convey  absolute  peculiarity,  specificity,  &c.' 
— anything’s  express  and  constitutive  point.  The  reader 
has,  in  regard  to  these  pa.ssages,  already  sufficient  illus- 
tration at  command,  and  we  may  pass  to 

Reuabk  1. 

The  Arithmetical  Operation!. 

An  important  critique  on  Kant  contained  here  also 
we  shall  reserve  for  notice  elsewhere ; the  remaining 
matter  we  shall  endeavour  to  summarise — a process,  as 
regards  Hegel,  possible  only  at  rare  intervals,  and,  for 
the  most  part,  as  here,  only  in  the  Remarks. 

‘ Magnitude  as  in  space  (Geometrical)  and  Magni- 
tude as  in  number  (Arithmetical),  though  bearing  the 
one  on  continuity  and  the  other  on  discretion,  and  so 
far  different,  are  usually  regarded  as  equally  kinds  of 
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the  same  thing,  as  equally  Quanta,  and  as  equally 
determinate.  But  what  holds  of  continuity  cannot  have 
the  same  keenness  of  limit,  determinateness,  as  what 
holds  of  discretion.  Geometrical  limitation  is  limita- 
tion quite  generally;  for  precision  of  determinateness 
it  requires  number.  Geometry  measures  not,  is  not 
mensuration, — it  com/?ares,  it  likens  together.  Its  dis- 
tinctions proceed  by  like  and  unlike.  It  is  thus  the 
circle ; its  nature  being  absolute  likeness  of  distance  on 
the  part  of  every  circumferential  point  as  regards  the 
single  central  one,  has  no  need  of  number.  Like  and 
unlike  are  characters,  then,  veritably  geometrical ; but 
they  are  insufficient,  and  number  is  called  in,  as  we  see 
in  Triangle,  Quadrangle,  &c.  Number  has  in  its  prin- 
ciple— the  one— complete  se^-determinateness,  and  not 
determinateness,  as  in  comparison,  through  another. 
There  is  the  geometrical  point,  a one  certainly,  but,  in 
the  line,  &c.,  the  point  is  no  longer  the  jx)int,  it  is  out 
of  itself  into  continuity — another ; as  essentially  a one 
of  Space,  it  becomes,  when  in  reference  (i.e.  in  con- 
nexion), a continuity,  in  which  punctuality,  self-deter- 
minateness,  the  one,  is  sublated.  To  maintain  the  self- 
determinateness of  the  one  in  the  Out-of-self-ness  of  the 
continuity,  the  line  must  be  taken  as  a many  or  multiple 
of  ones,  and  must  receive  within  itself  the  limit,  the 
determinateness,  the  conjunct  virtue,  of  the  many  or 
multiplicity  ; i.e.,  the  magnitude  of  the  line — and  so  of 
the  rest — must  be  taken  as  Number. 

‘ Arithmetic  considers,  rather  operates  with,  Number, 
for  Number  is  indifferent  determinateness,  inert,  to  be 
brought  into  action  and  reference  only  from  without. 
The  arithmetical  rules  concern  the  modes  of  reference 
or  connexion.  They  are  rehearsed  in  succession,  and 
seem  to  depend  on  one  another,  but  no  principle  of 
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mutual  connexion  is  exhibited.  From  the  nature  of  the 
notion  of  number,  however,  such  principle  of  systematic 
co-reference  may  be  deduced. 

‘ From  its  principle,  the  One,  Number  is  but  an 
externally  united  compound,  a purely  analytic  figure, 
without  internal  connexion.  As  thus  externally  gene- 
rated, all  counting  is  a production  of  numbers,  a 
numbering,  or,  more  definitely,  a numbenng  together. 
Diflerence  in  this  external  operation,  which  is  always 
the  same,  can  come  only  from  the  mutual  difference  of 
the  numbers  operated  on,  and  must  always  depend  on 
an  external  consideration. 

‘ Numbers  as  Quanta  are  externally  distinguished  by 
external  identity  and  external  difference,  or  by  Like- 
ness and  Unhkeness,  characters  which  fall  to  be  con- 
sidered elsewhere.  But  the.  nature  of  Number  depending 
on  the  qualiUitivc  distinction  of  unity  and  amount,  it 
is  from  that  distinctipn  that  all  others  will  follow. 

‘ Again,  external  composition  plainly  infers  external 
decomposition ; so  that  a traffic  with  numbers  in  general 
must  either,  as  composing,  he  positive,  or,  as  deconqyosing, 
negative,  and  the  particular  species  of  this  traffic,  though 
following,  will  remain  independent  of,  this  antithesis. 

‘ The  first  production  of  Number  is  the  composing  of 
many  ones  just  as  many  ones, — Numeration.  Such 

externahty  is  only  externally  exhibited  by  help  of  the 
fingers,  points,  counters,  &c. ; what  Three  is,  or  Four  is, 
can  only  be  pointed  out.  Cessation,  the  Mmit  of  the 
operation  being  so  completely  external,  can  only  be 
contingent  or  at  will.  A system  of  Numbers,  Dyadic, 
Decadic,  &c.,  turns  on  the  distinction  of  Unity  and 
Amount,  and  more  precisely  on  what  Amoimt  is  to  be 
considered  as  Unity. 

‘Numbers,  produced  by  numeration,  are  agtuu  uum- 
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bered  — Addition ; and  here  from  their  origin  the 
numbers  are  evidently  mutually  independent,  mutually 
indifferent  to  likeness  or  imlikeness,  mutually  contin- 
gent— hence  unlike  in  general.  That  7 + 5=12  we 
learn  from  actual  counting  in  the  first  instance,  and 
know  afterwards  from  memory.  It  is  the  same  thing 
with  7 X 5 = 35.  The  ready-made  tables  of  addition 
and  multiplication  save  us  the  trouble  of  always  re- 
peating such  external  counting ; but  there  is  no  process 
of  internal  reasoning  or  special  intuition  in  the  whole 
matter.  Subtraction  is  the  negative  complement  of 
the  same  operation  that  obtains  in  Addition ; — a decom- 
position, equally  analytic,  of  numbers  equally  charac- 
terised as  unhke  in  general. 

‘ The  next  step  is  that  the  numbers  which  enter  into 
the  numeration  are  equal  or  like,  and  no  longer  unequal 
or  unlike.  They  form  thus  a Unity,  and  are  subject  to 
Amount.  This  is  Multiplication — the  counting  up  of 
an  Amount  of  Unities,  the  unities  being  themselves 
pluralities  or  amounts.  Of  the  two  numbers,  either 
may  be  indifferently  viewed  as  Unity  or  as  Amount : 
4 times  3 is  not  different  from  3 times  4.  Immediate 
assignment,  in  such  cases,  has  been  already  shown  to 
result  from  previous  process  and  the  intervention  of 
memory.  Division  is  the  n^ative  side  of  the  same 
operation,  and  rests  on  the  same  distinction.  How 
often  (the  Amount)  is  a number  (the  Unity)  contained 
in  another  number  ? This  is  the  same  question  as,  A 
Number  being  divided  into  a given  Amount  of  equal 
parts,  what  is  the  magnitude  of  this  part  (the  Unity)  ? 
Divisor  and  Quotient  are  thus  indifferently  Unity  or 
Amount. 

‘ The  final  step  in  the  equalisation  is,  that  the  Unity 
and  the  Amount,  which  in  the  first  instance  (as  opposed 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


296 


THE  SECRET  OF  HEGEL. 


to  each  other  simply  as  Numbers  generally)  are  to  be 
considered  as  on  the  whole  unlike  or  unequal,  become 
now  like  or  equal.  Numeration,  the  equality  that  lies 
in  Number  being  thus  completed,  is  now  involution,  the 
negative  complement  of  which  is  evolution.  Of  this 
process,  the  Square  is  the  perfect  type,  further  invo- 
lution being  but  a formal  continuation,  with  repetition 
of  equality  as  result,  or  with  divergence  into  inequality. 
No  other  distinctions  and  no  other  equalisations  of  such 
are  to  be  found  in  the  notion  of  the  Number  or  Cipher. 
So  is  the  Notion  constituted  in  this  sphere ; and  thus 
by  a going  back  into  itself  is  the  going  out  of  itself 
balanced.  The  imperfection  of  solution  in  the  case 
of  higher  equations,  or  the  necessary  reduction  of 
these  to  Quadratics,  receives  hght  from  the  principles 
enunciated.  The  Square  in  Arithmetic,  like  the 
right-angled  triangle,  as  explicated  by  the  theorem  of 
Pythagoras,  in  Geometry,  is  the  pure  self-complete 
determinateness  of  its  sphere,  and  to  the  one  as  to 
the  other  the  remaining  particularities  of  the  respective 
.spheres  reduce  themselves. 

‘Number  in  relationia  no  longer  Quantum, 

and  proportion  finds  its  place  in  the  following  section 
on  Maass  or  Measure. 

‘ The  externality  of  the  matter  of  number  leaves  no 
room  for  Philosophy  proper,  or  the  exposition  of  the 
Notion  as  such,  which  depends  ever  on  immanent 
development.  Here,  nevertheless,  the  moments  of  the 
Notion  manifest  themselves,  as  in  external  fashion,  in 
equality  and  inequality  ; and  the  subject  is  exhibited 
in  its  tnie  understanding.  Distinction  of  sphere  is  in 
Philosophy  a general  necessity : what  is  External  and 
Contingent  is  in  its  peculiarity  not  to  be  disturbed  by 
Ideas,  and  these  are  not  to  be  deformed  or  reduced  to 
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mere  formality  by  the  incommensurableness  of  the 
matter,’ 

It  is  easy  to  object  to  these  Hegehan  classifications, 
that  there  are  really  only  two  operations  in  Arithmetic, 
Addition  and  Subtraction,  and  that  devotion  to  the 
Notion  is  here  too  obviously,  too  betrayingly  external. 
It  is  to  be  said,  however,  that  Multiphcation  and  Quad- 
ration  really  are  these  qualitative  ascents.  As  regards 
the  Square  in  especial,  the  quahtativeness  whicli  it 
seems  to  introduce  will  be  found  afterwards  to  have 
taken  a strong  hold  of  Hegel. 

Reuabk  2. 

Application  of  Nwnerical  Dittinctiom  in  E,tpre9$ion  of  Philosophical 
, Notions, 

Tliis  is  a very  admirable  Note,  both  important  and 
characteristic  : without  losing  matter  we  shall  endea- 
vour as  much  as  possible  to  compress,  however. 

‘ Numbers,  as  is  well  known,  have  been  apphed  by 
the  Pythagoreans,  and  — especially  in  the  form  of 
powers — by  certain  moderns  in  indication  or  expres- 
sion of  relations  of  thought ; and  they  have  also 
appeared  to  possess  such  purity  of  form  as  to  con- 
stitute them  a most  appropriate  element  in  the  interest 
of  education — an  element  closest  to  the  thinking  spirit, 
and  closest  also  to  the  fundamental  relations  of  the 
universe. 

‘ We  have  seen  Number  to  be  the  absolute  detcnni- 
nateness  (as  it  were,  point)  of  Quantity,  determinateness 
in  itself,  and  at  the  same  time  quite  external ; its  ele- 
ment is  the  difierence  become  indifferent.  Arithmetic 
is  analytic;  difference  and  connexion  in  its  object  are 
not  internal  to  it,  but  come  from  without.  It  has  no 
concrete  object  with  latent  inner  relations  to  be  made 
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explicit  by  express  efTort  of  thought.  It  holds  not 
the  Notion,  nor  does  its  problem  concern  compre- 
hending (notional)  thought ; it  is  rather  the  oppasitc 
of  that  What  is  connected  is  indifferent  to  the  con- 
nexion, which  itself  is  without  necessity ; thought,  then, 
in  such  an  element  finds  the  energy  required  an  utter 
outering  of  itself — an  energy  in  which  it  must  do  itself 
tlie  violence  to  move  without  thoughts  and  connect 
what  is  incapable  of  necessity.  The  object  is  the 
abstract  thought  of  Externality  itself. 

‘ As  such  thought  of  extermdity.  Number  is  at  the 
same  time  an  abstraction  from  the  sensuous  multiplex; 
of  this  it  has  retained  nothing  but  the  abstract  form 
of  externality  : sense  thus  in  it  is  brought  closest  to 
thought ; it  is  the  pure  thought  off  the  proper  extcr- 
nalisation  of  thought. 

‘ The  thinking  spirit  that  would  raise  itself  above  the 
sensuous  world  and  recognise  its  substance  may,  in  the 
quest  of  an  element  for  its  pure  conceptioii,  for  the 
expression  of  its  essential  substance,  and  before  it  ap- 
prehends thought  itself  as  this  element,  and  wins  for  its 
exhibition  a pure  spiritual  expression,  stumble  on  the 
choice  of  number,  this  internal,  abstract  externality.  So 
is  it  that  early  in  the  history  of  Philo-sophy  we  find 
Number  applied  in  expression  of  philosophemes.  It 
constitutes  the  latest  stage  in  that  imperfection  which 
contemplates  the  Univei’sal  unpurged  from  Sense.  The 
ancients,  and  specially  Plato,  as  reported  by  Aristotle, 
placed  the  concerns  of  mathematic  between  the  Ideas 
and  Sense  ; as  invisible  and  unmoved  (eternal)  different 
from  the  latter,  and  as  a Many  and  a Like  different 
from  the  Ideas  whicli  are  such  as  are  purely  self- 
identical and  one  in  themselves.  Moderatus  of  Cadiz 
remarks  that  the  Pythagoreans  had  recourse  to  nuni- 
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bers  because  they  were  not  yet  in  a position  to  appre- 
lieud  distinctbi  in  reason  fundamental  ideas  and  first 
principles,  which  are  hard  to  think  and  hard  to 
enunciate ; but  numbers  were  to  them  as  figures  to 
Geometers — signs  merely,  and  it  is  superfluous  to  re- 
mark that  these  philosophers  had  really  advanced  to 
the  more  express  categories,  as  is  recorded  by  Photius. 
These  ancients,  tlien,  were,  in  fact,  much  in  advance 
of  those  moderns  who  have  returned  to  numbers  and 
put  a perverted  mathematical  formalism  in  the  place 
of  thought  and  thoughts — regarding,  indeed,  this  return 
to  an  incapable  infancy  as  something  praiseworthy,  and 
even  fundamental  and  profound. 

‘Number  has  been  characterised  as  between  the 
Ideas  and  Sense,  and  as  holding  of  the  latter  by  this 
tliat  it  is  in  it  a many,  an  asunder  or  out^of-one-another ; 
but  it  is  to  be  said  also  that  this  Many  it.self,  this 
remainder  of  Sense  taken  up  into  thought,  is  thought’s 
own  Category  of  the  External  as  such.  The  furtlier, 
concrete,  true  thoughts,  what  is  quickest  and  most 
living,  what  is  comprehended  only  in  co-reference,  con- 
nexion,— this  transplanted  to  such  element  of  outward- 
ness is  converted  into  something  motionless  and  dead. 
The  richer  tlioughts  become  in  determinateness,  and 
consequently  in  reference,  so  much  the  more  confused 
on  one  side  and  so  much  the  more  arbitrary  and  empty 
on  the  other  side  becomes  their  statement  in  such  forms 
as  numbers  are. 

‘ To  designate  the  movement  of  the  Notion  by  One, 
Two,  Three,  &c.,  tliis  to  thought  is  a task  the  hardest ; 
for  it  is  to  expect  it  to  move  in  the  element  of  its 
own  contraiy,  of  reference-lessness  ; its  employment 
is  to  be  the  work  of  sheer  derangement.  To  com- 
prehend, c.g.,  that  three  are  one  and  one  three,  this 
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is  a hard  imposition,  because  the  One,  the  Unit,  is 
what  is  reference-less,  what  shows  not  therefore  in 
itself  any  character  that  might  mediate  transition,  but 
rather,  on  the  contrary,  excludes  and  rejects  any  such 
reference.  Conversely  mere  Understanding  uses  this 
as  against  Speculative  truth  (as,  e.g.,  in  the  case  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity),  and  counts  the  terms  which 
are  to  constitute  a single  unity  as  if  in  demonstration 
of  a self-evident  absurdity, — i.e.,  it  itself  commits  the 
absurdity  of  reducing  that  which  is  reference  pure  and 
simple  into  what  is  precisely  reference-less.  By  the 
name  Trinity,  it  is  never  expected  that  the  Unit  and 
the  Digit  are  to  be  regarded  by  Understanding  as  the 
essential  burthen  of  the  object.  This  name  expresses 
on  the  part  of  Eeason  contempt  of  Understanding, 
which  again,  for  its  part,  stubboms  itself  against 
Bea.son,  and  fixes  itself  in  its  conceit  of  holding  to 
the  Unit  and  to  Number  as  such. 

‘ To  employ  mathematical  characters  as  symbols  is, 
so  far  as  that  goes,  harmless;  but  it  is  silly  to  sup- 
pose that  in  this  way  more  is  expressed  than  what 
thought  itself  is  able  to  hold  and  e.rpress.  If  in  such 
meagre  symbols  as  those  of  mathematic,  or  in  those 
richer  ones  of  mythology  and  poetry,  any  deep  sense  is 
to  be  supposed,  then  it  is  for  thought  alone  to  sum- 
mon into  day  the  wsdom  that  lies  only  in  them,  and 
not  orJy  as  in  symbols,  but  as  in  Nature  and  the  living 
Spirit.  In  symbols  the  truth  is  only  troubled  and 
enveloped  by  the  sensuous  element ; only  in  the  fonn 
of  thought  is  it  thoroughly  revealed  to  consciousness  : 
the  meaning,  the  import,  is  only  the  thought  itself. 

‘To  apply  the  forms  of  mathematic,  in  explication 
of  Philosophy,  has  this  of  preposterous,  that  only  in 
the  latter  can  the  ultimate  import  of  the  fonner  be 
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expected  to  yield  itself.  It  is  to  Logic,  and  not  to 
Mathematic,  that  the  other  sciences  must  apply  for  that 
element  of  Logic  in  which  they  move  and  to  which 
they  reduce  themselves ; that  Philosophy  should  seek 
its  Logic  in  the  shapes  (but  omens  or  sophistications  of 
it)  it  assumes  in  other  sciences,  is  but  an  expedient  of 
philosophical  incapacity.  The  application  of  such  bor- 
rowed forms  is  but  external;  inquiry  into  their  worth 
and  import  must  precede  the  application ; such  inquiry 
belongs  to  abstract  thought,  and  cannot  be  superseded 
by  any  mathematical  or  other  such  authority.  The  result 
of  such  pure  logical  inquiry  is  to  strip  oil’  the  particu- 
larity (mathematical  or  other)  of  the  form,  and  to  render 
it  superfluous  and  unnecessary : in  short,  it  is  Logic  that 
clears  and  rectifies  all  such  forms,  and  alone  provides 
them  with  verification,  sense,  and  worth. 

‘As  for  the  value  of  Number  in  the  element  of 
education,  that  is  contained  in  the  preceding.  Number 
is  a non-sensuous  object,  and  occupation  with  it  and 
its  combinations  a non-sensuous  employment ; thought 
is  drawn  in  thus  to  reflexion  within  itself  and  an  inward 
and  abstract  labour — a matter  of  great  but  one-sided 
import.  For  Number  involving  the  difierence  as  only 
external  and  thought-less,  such  employment  is  but  a 
thought-less  and  mechanical  one.  The  endeavour  con- 
sists, for  the  most  part,  in  holding  fast  the  Notion-less 
and  in  notion-less-ly  combining  it.  The  object  is  the 
void  Unit;  the  solid  burthen  of  the  moral  and  spiritual 
universe,  with  which,  as  the  noblest  aliment.  Education 
should  fill  full  the  young,  is  to  be  supplanted  by  the 
import-less  Unit ; with  no  possible  result,  such  exercise 
being  what  is  main  and  chief,  but  to  deaden  and  stupify 
the  mind,  emptying  it,  at  the  same  time,  both  of  form 
^d  substance.  Numerical  calculation  being  a business 
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SO  very  mechanical  and  external,  it  has  been  possible 
to  construct  machines  capable  of  performing  all  the 
operations  of  Arithmetic,  and  that  most  perfectly.  This 
alone  were  decisive  of  calculation  as  principal  mean  of 
education — and  of  the  propriety  of  stretching  the  think- 
ing Spirit  on  the  wheel  in  order  to  be  perfected  into  a 
machine.’ 


B. 


EXTENSIVE  AND  INTENSIVE  QUANTUM, 
a.  Their  Diffm-ence. 

The  paragraphs  under  this  liead  are  again  eligible 
for  exact  translation,  the  metaphysic  being  at  once 
eminently  characteristic  and  eminently  inteUigible. 

‘ 1.  The  Quantum  has,  as  the  result  showed,  its 
determinateness  as  limit  in  the  Amount.  It  is  dis- 
crete within  itself,  a Many  wliich  has  not  a Being 
that  were  different  from  its  limit,  or  that  might  have 
this  latter  out  of  it.  The  Quantum  thus  constituted 
with  its  limit,  which  is  a multiple  in  itself,  is  extensive 
Magnitude.’ 

‘ Extensive  is  to  be  distinguished  from  CJontinuous 
Magnitude;  to  the  former  there  stands  directly  opposed, 
not  Discrete,  but  Intensive  Magnitude.  Extensive  and 
intensive  magnitudes  are  peculiarities  of  the  quantitative 
limit,  but  the  Quantum  is  identical  with  its  limit ; con- 
tinuous and  discrete  magnitudes,  again,  are  forms  of 
Quantity  in  itself,  i.e.,  of  quantity  as  such,  so  far  as  in 
regard  to  the  Quantum  the  hmit  is  abstracted  from. 
Extensive  magnitude  has  the  moment  of  Continuity  in 
itself  and  in  its  hmit,  in  that  its  many  in  genend  is  con- 
tinuous ; the  limit  as  negation  appears  so  far  in  this 
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equality  of  the  Many  as  limitation  of  the  Unity.  Con- 
tinuous magnitude  is  quantity  setting  itself  forward 
without  respect  to  a limit ; and  so  far  as  it  is  already 
conceived  with  one,  this  is  a limitation  generally, 
without  duscretion  being  explicit  in  it.  The  Quantum, 
only  as  continuous  magnitude,  is  not  yet  veritably  de- 
termined per  se,  because  it  wants  the  One,  the  Unit, 
in  which  self-dcterminateness  lies,  and  Number.  In 
hke  manner  discrete  magnitude  is  immediately  only 
distinguished  plurality  in  general,  which,  so  far  as  it 
as  such  is  to  have  a limit,  is  only  a multiplicity  (eine 
Menge),  that  is  to  say,  it  is  what  is  indefinitely  limited. 
To  be  a definite  Quantum,  to  that  there  is  necessary 
the  taking  together  of  the  Many  into  One,  by  which 
this  many  were  set  identical  with  the  limit.  Each  of 
them,  continuous  and  discrete  magnitude,  as  Quantum 
ill  general,  has  only  one  of  the  two  sides  explicit  in 
it,  by  which  sides  it  is  perfectly  determined  and  as 
Number.  This  (the  Number)  is  immediately  extensive 
Quantum, — the  simple  determmateness  which  is  essen- 
tially as  Amount,  but  as  Amount  of  one  and  the  same 
Unity  ; the  extensive  Quantum  is  distinguished  from 
the  Number  only  by  this,  that  the  determinateness  is 
expressly  set  in  the  latter  as  multiplicity. 

‘ 2.  The  determinatenass,  nevertheless,  how  much 
something  is,  by  Number,  is  not  in  want  of  distinc- 
tion from  any  other  magnitude,  so  that  this  magni- 
tude itself  and  some  other  magnitude  should  belong 
to  the  determinateness,  inasmuch  as  the  (numerical) 
determinateness  of  magnitude  in  general  is  self-de- 
termined, indifferent,  and  simply  self-referred  limit; 
and  in  Number  it  (the  limit)  is  explicitly  set  as  con- 
tained in  the  self-dependent  One,  and  has  its  exter- 
nality, the  reference  to  other,  within  itself.  This  many 
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of  the  limit  itself,  further,  is  as  tlie  many  in  general, 
not  unequal  within  itself,  but  continuous':  each  of  the 
many  is  what  the  other  is ; as  discrete  many  it  con- 
stitutes not,  therefore,  the  determinateness  as  such. 
This  many,  therefore,  collapses  per  se  into  its  continuity 
and  becomes  simple  unity.  Amount  is  only  moment 
of  Number ; but  constitutes  not  as  a multiplicity  of 
numerical  ones  the  determinateness  of  Number,  but 
these  ones  as  indifferent,  external  to  themselves,  are 
sublated  in  the  returnedness  of  Number  within  itself ; 
the  extemahty  which  constituted  the  ones  of  the  mul- 
tiphcity,  disappears  in  the  One  as  reference  of  Number 
to  itself. 

‘ The  limit  of  the  Quantum,  that  as  extensive  had 
its  there-beent  determinateness  as  the  self-external 
Amount,  passes,  therefore,  into  simple  determinateness. 
In  this  simple  determination  of  hmit  it  is  intensive 
magnitude,  and  the  limit  or  determinateness,  which  is 
identical  with  the  Quantum,  is  thus  now  also  explicitly 
set  as  simple  oneness, — ^Degree. 

‘ The  degree  is,  therefore,  determinate  magnitude. 
Quantum,  but  not,  at  the  same  time,  multiphcity,  or 
several  within  itself-,  it  is  only  a severalitg  (not  a 
Mehreres,  but  a Mehrheit)  ; the  severalitg  is  the  several 
taken  together  into  the  simple  quahty.  There-being 
gone  together  into  Being-for-self.  Its  determinateness 
must,  indeed,  be  expressed  by  a Number  as  for  perfect 
determinateness  of  the  Quantum,  but  is  not  as  amount, 
but  simple,  only  a degree.  When  10,  20  degrees  are 
spoken  of,  the  Quantum  that  has  so  many  degrees,  is 
the  10th,  the  20th  degree,  not  the  amount  and  sum 
of  these ; in  that  case  it  were  extensive  ; but  it  is  only 
one  single  one,  the  10th,  the  20th  degree.  It  con- 
tains the  determinateness  which  lies  in  the  amount 
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ten,  twenty,  but  contains  it  not  as  a plurality,  but 
is  Number  as  sublated  Amount,  as  simple  determi- 
nateness. 

‘ 3.  In  Number  the  Quantum  is  explicit  in  its  perfect 
determinateness;  as  intensive  Quantum,  however,  as  in 
its  Being-for-self,  it  is  explicitly  set  as  it  is  according 
to  its  Notion  or  in  itself.  The  form,  namely,  of  self- 
reference,  which  it  has  in  degree,  is,  at  the  same  time, 
the  being  in  externality  to  itself  of  this  same  degree. 
Number  is  as  extensive  Quantum  numerical  multipli- 
city, and  so  has  the  externality  within  it.  This  exter- 
nahty,  as  multiplicity  in  general,  collapses  into  the 
undistinguishedness,  and  sublates  itself  in  the  One,  of 
the  Number,  of  its  self-reference.  The  Quantum  has, 
however,  its  determinateness  as  amount;  as  before 
shown,  it  contains  it,  although  it  is  no  longer  explicitly 
in  it.  The  degree,  therefore,  as  within  itself  simple, 
having  no  longer  this  external  otherwiseness  within 
it,  has  it  out  of  it,  and  refers  itself  thereto  as  to  its 
determinateness.  A Many  extenial  to  it  constitutes 
the  determinateness  of  the  simple  limit  which  it  is 
per  se.  That  the  amount,  so  far  as  it  was  supposed  to 
find  itself  within  the  Number  in  the  extensive  Quan- 
tum, sublated  itself  therein — in  this  it  is  determined, 
consequently,  further,  as  set  out  of  it  (the  Number). 
Number  being  exphcitly  set  as  a One,  self-reflected  self- 
reference, it  excludes  from  itself  the  indiflerence  and 
externality  of  the  amount,  and  is  reference  to  itself  as 
reference  through  its  oum  self  to  an  External. 

‘In  this,  Quantum  reaches  the  reality  adequate  to  its 
notion.  The  indifference  of  the  determinateness  con- 
stitutes its  quahty;  i.e.,  the  determinateness  is  the 
detenninateness  which  is  in  itself  self-external  deter- 
minateness. Accordingly  degree,  or  the  degree,  is 
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simple  quantitative  deterrainateness  under  a severality 
of  such  intensities  as  are  diverse,  each  only  simple 
self-reference,  but,  at  the  same  time,  in  essential  refer- 
ence to  one  another  in  such  wise  that  each  has  in 
this  continuity  with  the  others  its  own  determinate- 
ness.  This  reference  of  degree  through  itself  to  its 
other  renders  ascent  and  descent  in  the  scale  of  de- 
grees, a continuous  process,  a flux,  that  is  an  unin- 
teiTupted  indivisible  alteration ; each  of  the  severals, 
which  are  distinguished  in  it,  is  not  divided  from  the 
others,  but  has  its  determinedness  only  in  these.  As 
self-referent  quantitative  detenuination,  each  of  the 
degrees  is  indifierent  to  the  others ; but  it  is  no  less 
in  itself  referred  to  this  externality,  it  is  only  through 
this  extemahty  what  it  is ; its  reference  to  itself  is  at 
the  same  time  the  non-indiflerent  reference  to  the  Ex- 
ternal, has  in  this  (latter)  reference  its  quality.’ 

The  majority  of  readers  will  find  all  this  very  super- 
subtle  and  very  superfluous.  Eeflexion,  however,  will 
con\unce  some  that  it  is  necessary  to  bring  to  account 
all  these  myriad  distinctions  which  pass  current  daily 
without  inquiry.  The  Hegelian  exposition  is  not  only 
an  explanation  in  the  ordinary  sense ; but  it  hfts  into 
sunlight  all  the  secret  maggots  of  our  very  brains — 
those  hidden  powers  whose  we  are,  rather  than  that 
they  are  ours. 

b.  Identity  of  Extensive  and  Intensive  Magnitude. 

‘ Degree,  the  degree,  is  not  within  itself  a something 
external  to  itself.  But  it  is  not  the  indeterminate  One, 
the  principle  of  Number  in  general,  which  is  no  Amount, 
unless  only  the  negative  Amount  to  be  no  Amount. 
The  intensive  magnitude  is,  in  the  first  place,  a simple 
unit  of  the  several ; there  are  several  degrees ; deter- 
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mined,  however,  they  are  not,  neither  as  simple  unit 
nor  a.s  several,  but  only  in  the  co-reference  of  thin  self- 
e.dernalness,  or  in  the  identity  of  the  unit  and  the 
several.  If,  then,  the  several  as  such  are  indeed  out 
of  the  simple  degree,  the  determinateness  of  each  sim- 
ple degree  consists  still,  in  its  reference  to  them,  the 
several-,  the  simple  degree,  therefore,  implies  Amount. 
Just  as  twenty,  as  extensive  magnitude,  implies  the 
twenty  ones  as  discrete  wthin  itself,  so  such  particular 
degree  contains  the  ones  as  continuity,  which  con- 
tinuity this  particular  severaUty  simply  is  ; it  is  the 
20th  degree  ; and  is  the  20th  degree  only  by  means  of 
this  amount,  which  i\s  such  is  external  to  it. 

‘ The  determinateness  of  intensive  magnitude  is, 
therefore,  to  be  considered  on  two  sides.  It  is  deter- 
mined through  other  intensive  Quanta,  and  is  in  con- 
tinuity with  its  othenviseness,  so  that  in  this  reference 
to  that  (or  them)  consists  its  determinateness.  So  far 
now  as  it  is,  firstlij,  simple  determinateness,  it  is  deter- 
mined counter  other  degrees ; it  excludes  them  out  of 
itself,  and  has  its  determinateness  in  this  exclusion. 
But,  secondly,  it  is  determined  in  itself ; it  is  this  in 
the  amount  as  its  amount,  not  in  it  as  what  is  excluded, 
or  as  amount  of  other  degrees.  The  twentieth  degree 
contains  the  twenty  in  itself ; it  is  not  only  deter- 
mined as  distinguished  from  the  nineteenth,  the  twenty- 
first,  Ac.,  but  its  determinateness  is  its  amount.  But  so 
far  as  the  amount  is  its,  and  the  determinateness  is,  at 
tlie  same  time,  essentially  as  amount,  degree  has  the 
nature  of  extensive  Quantity,  is  extensive  Quantity. 

‘ Kxtensive  and  intensive  magnitude  are  thus  one  and 
the  same  determinateness  (characterisedness,  specificity) 
of  the  Quantum ; they  are  only  distinguished  by  this, 
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that  the  oue  hiis  the  amount  as  within  it,  the  other  as 
without  it.  The  extensive  magnitude  passes  over  into 
the  intensive  because  its  many  in  and  for  itself  coUapses 
into  the  unity,  out  of  which  the  many  stands.  But 
conversely  this  unity  has  its  determinateness  only  in 
the  amount,  and  that  too  as  its ; as  indifferent  to  the 
other  intensities,  it  has  the  extemahty  of  the  amount 
in  itself ; intensive  magnitude  is  thus  equally  essentially 
extensive  magnitude. 

‘ With  this  identity,  qualitative  Something  re-appears ; 
for  this  identity  is  self — through  the  negation  of  its 
differences  — to  self-referent  unity,  and  it  is  these 
differences  that  compose  the  there-beent  quantitative 
determinateness ; this  negative  identity  is,  therefore. 
Something,  indifferent,  too,  to  its  quantitative  deter- 
rainateness.  Something  is  a Quantum,  but  now  the 
qualitative  There-being  as  it  is  in  itself  is  explicit  as 
indifferent  to  this  consideration  of  Quantum.  It  was 
possible  to  speak  of  Quantum,  of  Number  as  such,  &c., 
without  a Something  that  were  their  substrate.  But 
now  there  steps  in  Something  opposite  these  its  deter- 
minations,— through  their  negation  be-mediated  with 
itself,  and  as  there-beent  for  itself, — and,  in  that  it  has 
a Quantum,  as  that  which  has  an  extensive  and  inten- 
sive Quantum.  Its  one  determinateness,  which  it  as 
Quantum  has,  is  expheit  in  the  diverse  moments  of 
the  Unity  and  the  Amount;  this  determinateness  is 
not  only  m itself  one  and  the  same,  but  its  explicita- 
tion  or  expression  in  tlicse  differences,  as  extensive  and 
intensive  Quantum,  is  return  into  this  unity,  which 
unity  as  negative  is  the  explicitly  set  Something  in- 
different to  them  (the  differences).’ 

The  interpretation  of  the  above  rests  so  evidently  on 
principles  which  we  have  so  often  stated  at  full  length 
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already,  that  it  may  here  be  dispensed  with,  especially 
as  something  of  r4sum4  will  be  necessary  again.  The 
supersubtlety  will  still  appear  to  most  readers  the 
objectionable  element ; and  it  is  to  be  confessed  that, 
in  very  weariness  of  the  flesh,  one  is  again  and  again 
tempted  to  turn  away  eyes  of  irritation  from  tliese 
quick  and  evanescent  needle-points,  this  ceaseless  to- 
and-fro  of  an  all  but  invisible  shuttle  from  identity  into 
diflerence,  and  from  difference  into  identity  again,  and 
throw  one’s  exhausted  body  and  vexed  heart  on  the 
kindly  breadth  of  the  ready  concrete  : but  again,  and 
indubitably,  this  is  subtlety,  but  not  supersubtlety, 
what  we  are  asked  to  look  at  is  the  veritable  inner 
fibres  of  the  very  essence  of  things. 

Behahe  1. 

ExampUt  of  ihit  Identity. 

‘ The  distinction  of  extension  and  intension  is  gene- 
rally taken  so,  that  it  is  supposed  there  are  objects  only 
extensive  and  others  only  intensive.  Then  we  have  in 
physics  the  new  dynamical  view  which,  to  the  con- 
trary mechanical  one  that  would  fill  space,  &c.,  by 
extemion  or  a more,  opposes  an  intension  that  would 
reach  the  same  end  through  degree.  The  mechanical 
theory  assumes  independent  parts  subsistent  out  of 
each  other,  and  only  externally  combined  into  a whole  ; 
while  opposed  to  this,  the  notion  of  Force  is  the  core 
of  the  dynamical  theory.  What — as  in  the  occupation 
of  space — results  under  the  former  theory  from  a multi- 
plicity of  mutually  external  atoms,  is  produced  under 
the  latter  by  the  manifestation  of  a single  force.  In  the 
one  instance,  then,  we  have  the  relation  of  Whole  and 
Parts ; in  the  other,  that  of  Force  and  its  Realisation  ; 
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and  the  consideration  of  both  finds  special  place  furthei 
on.  Force  and  Realisation,  it  may  be  said  here,  how- 
ever, are  certainly  a nearer  truth  than  Whole  and  Parts  ; 
but  still  Force  is  no  less  one-sided  than  Intension  it- 
self : its  Realisation,  Manifestation,  Utterance,  or  outer- 
ance,  is  but  as  the  outwardness  of  Extension,  and  is 
inseparable  from  the  Force ; one  and  the  same  /ntent 
is  common  to  both  forms,  to  that  that  is  as  Extensive, 
as  to  that  that  is  as  Intensive.’ 

One  gets  a striking  view  here  of  the  fundamental 
Hegelian  truth ; element  succeeds  element  in  gradual 
ascent  towards  the  ultimate  unity,  but  in  each  element 
precisely  the  same  moments  reappear  as  constitutive  : 
Continuity  and  Discretion,  Extension  and  Intension, 
Whole  and  Parts,  Force  and  its  Reahsation,  Outer  and 
Inner — running  through  the  whole  of  these,  we  can  see 
tlie  same  moments  and  the  same  idea. 

‘ The  extensive  Quantum  sublates  itself  into  Degree, 
which  in  turn  is  wholly  dependent  on  the  former  ; the 
one  form  is  essential  to  tlie  other,  and  the  quantita- 
tive constitution  of  every  existence  is  as  well  extensive 
as  intensive. 

‘ Take  Number  as  the  example  : it  is  amount,  and  so 
extensive;  but  it  is  also  One,  a twenty,  a hundred,  &c., 
and  the  many  gone  into  this  unality  is  of  the  nature  of 
intension.  One  is  extensive  in  itself,  it  can  be  conceived 
as  any  number  of  parts.  The  tenth,  &c.,  is  this  one 
that  lias  its  virtue  in  an  outward  several  different  to  it ; 
or  the  intension  comes  from  the  extension.  Number 
is  ten,  twenty,  &c. ; but  it  is  at  the  same  time  tlie  tenth, 
the  twentieth  in  the  numerical  system  : both  are  the 
same  determinateness,  the  same  constitutedness. 

‘ The  unit  of  the  circle  is  named  degree,  because  any 
one  part  of  the  circle  has  its  determinateness  in  the 
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others  out  of  it,  is  chai-acterised  as  one  only  of  a shut 
(definite)  amount  of  such  ones.  The  degree  of  the 
circle  is  as  mere  space-magnitude  only  a usual  num- 
ber ; regarded  as  degree,  it  is  an  intensive  magnitude 
which  has  a sense  only  as  determined  through  the 
amount  of  degrees  into  which  the  circle  is  divided,  as 
the  number  in  general  has  its  sense  only  in  the  nume- 
rical series. 

‘Concrete  objects  show  the  double  side,  extension 
and  intension,  in  the  externality  and  internahty  of  the 
manifestation  of  their  magnitude.  A mass  as  amount 
of  pounds,  hundredweights,  &c.,  is  extensive  ; as  exert- 
ing pressure,  intensive.  The  Quantity,  of  tlie  pressure 
is  a oneness,  a degree,  which  has  its  detenninateness  in 
a scale  of  degrees  of  pressure.  As  pre.ssing,  the  mass 
appeal’s  as  a Being-within-itself,  as  Subject,  to  which 
accrues  intensive  distinction.  Conversely,  what  exer- 
cises this  degree  of  pressure  is  able  to  move  from  the 
spot  a certain  amount  of  pounds,  &c.,  and  in  this  way 
measures  its  magnitude. 

‘ Or  warmth  has  a degree ; the  degree  of  tempera- 
ture, the  10th,  20th,  &c.,  is  a simple  sensation,  a some- 
tliing  subjective.  But  this  degree  shows  equally  as 
extensive,  — e.  g.  as  the  extension  of  a fluid,  of  the 
quicksilver  in  the  thermometer,  of  air,  of  clay,  &c. 
A higher  degree  of  temperature  expresses  itself  as  a 
longer  column  of  mercury,  or  as  a smaller  cylinder  of 
clay ; it  warms  a greater  space,  as  a less  degree  only 
a less  space. 

‘ The  higher  tone  is,  as  the  intenser,  at  the  same  time 
a greater  number  of  vibrations ; or  a louder  tone,  that 
is,  one  to  which  a higher  degree  is  ascribed,  makes 
itself  audible  in  a greater  space.  An  intenser  colour 
suffices  a greater  surface  than  a less  intense  ; or  what 
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is  lighter,  another  sort  of  intensity,  is  further  visible 
than  what  is  less  light,  &c. 

‘ In  like  manner  in  the  spiritual  world,  high  intensity 
of  character,  talent,  genius,  is  of  a correspondingly 
jcic?c-grasping  There-being,  extended  influence,  and 
many-sided  contact.  The  deepest  Notion  has  the 
most  universal  significance  and  application.’ 

In  illustration  on  the  same  side  as  these  examples, 
we  may  observe  that  the  death  of  the  Redeemer  is  not 
only  the  most  intense  event  in  history,  but  just  what 
is  intensest  in  an  absolute  point  of  view  and  in  the  very 
possibility  of  things  ; hence  it  is,  or  will  be,  what  is  most 
extensive  also  both  as  regards  time  and  space.* 

On  the  other  side,  it  may  be  said  that  intension 
will  not  always  supply  the  place  of  extension,  or  vice 
versd.  The  wooden  mallet  and  the  iron  hammer, 
though  absolutely  of  the  same  weight,  are  not  always 
interchangeable.  In  the  galvanic  battery,  breadth  is 
not  found  exactly  to  replace  number  of  plates.  Lastly, 
we  are  apt  to  see  in  characters  an  excess  of  intensity 
that  leads  to  vacillation  and  lubricity,  to  flightiness,  and 
in  general  feebleness  : we  are  accustomed  to  desire  for 
such  characters  a mitigation  of  intensity  by  increase,  as 
it  were,  of  extension  in  the  nervous  system  and  the 
general  frame.  Nevertheless,  it  is  quite  possible  that 
these  seemingly  intense  characters  are  only  formally  so, 
and  that  the  depth  of  their  capability  is  no  greater  than 
the  breadth  of  their  performance.  In  galvanism,  im- 
plements, &c.,  it  is  quite  possible  also  to  find  such  facts 
or  considerations  as  would  again  reduce  both  sides  to  a 
balance  and  an  identity. 

* There  ii  a dmilar  remark  in  Roaenkranz : Wigsenechafl  der  Loirik, 
p.  480. 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


QUAXTITY  IXTEKPEETED,  ETC.  313 

Remark  2. 

This  is  a critique  in  relation  to  Kant,  and  is  reserved 
for  consideration  elsewhere.  I cannot  help  pointing 
out,  however,  that  we  have  here  a considerable  light 
on  Hegel’s  attitude  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Immortality. 
In  reference  to  the  usual  argument  that  the  soul  being 
one  and  simple,  is  indestructible  by  dissolution  of  parts, 
Kant  observes  that  the  soul,  though  extensively  simple, 
may  still  vanish  by  process  of  remission  as  regards  its 
intensity.  To  this  Hegel  rejoins  : the  usual  argument 
treats  the  soul  as  a Thing,  and  applies  in  its  characterisa- 
tion the  category  of  extensive  Quantum ; Kant,  there- 
fore, has  an  equal  right  to  apply  that  of  intensive 
Quantum  : the  soul,  however,  is  not  Ding  (tiling)  but 
Geist  (Spirit),  and  ‘ to  the  Spirit,’  these  are  Hegel’s  own 
words,  ‘ there  belongs  certainly  Being,  but  of  a quite 
other  intensity  than  that  of  intensive  Quantum,  rather  of 
such  an  intensity  that  in  it  the  form  of  immediate  Being 
and  every  category  of  the  same  are  as  sublated ; not 
only,  then,  was  remotion  of  the  category  of  extensive 
Quantum  to  be  conceded,  but  that  of  Quantum  in  general 
was  to  be  withdrawn  : it  is  something  further  yet,  how- 
ever, to  perceive  how,  in  the  eternal  nature  of  the 
Spirit,  there-being,  consciousness,  finitude,  is,  and  arises 
therefrom,  without  this  Spirit  becoming  thereby  a 
thing.' 

c.  The  Alteration  of  the  Quantum. 

‘ The  distinction  of  extensive  and  intensive  Quantum 
is  indifferent  to  the  determinateness  (specific  nature)  of 
Quantum  as  such.  But  in  general  Quantum  is  the 
determinateness  which  is  explicitly  set  as  sublated,  the 
indifferent  limit,  the  determinateness  which  is  just  as 
much  the  negation  of  itself  (as  always  in  another).  This 
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distinction  is  developed  in  extensive  magnitude,  but 
intensive  magnitude  is  the  There-being  (the  actual  ex- 
istent specialty)  of  this  externality  which  Quantum  is 
within  itself ; (it  is  the  appearance  as  it  were,  the  real- 
isation in  a kind  of  outward  mortal  state  of  the  notion.) 
This  distinction  (of  Quantum  as  negation  of  its  own  de- 
terminateness) is  set  as  its  (Quantum’s)  contradiction 
within  itself — the  contradiction  to  be  simple  self  to 
self-referent  determinateness  which  is  the  negation  of 
itself — the  contradiction  to  have  its  determinateness  not 
in  it,  but  in  another  Quantum. 

‘A  Quantum,  therefore,  is  explicitly  set  as,  in  its 
Quality,  in  absolute  continuity  with  its  externality,  with 
its  otherwiseness.  Every  quantitative  determinateness, 
therefore,  not  only  can  be  exceeded,  it  not  only  can  be 
altered,  but  it  is  explicitly,  expressly  this,  that  it  must 
alter  itself.  Quantitative  determinateness  continues  it- 
self so  into  its  otherwiseness,  that  it  has  its  Being  only 
in  this  continuity  with  another ; it  is  not  a beent,  but  a 
becoment  limit. 

‘ The  One  is  infinite,  or  the  self  to  self-referent  nega- 
tion, therefore  the  repulsion  of  itself  from  itself  (This 
is  very  fine,  and  not  hard  to  see.)  The  Quantum  is 
equally  infinite,  explicitly  set  as  the  self  to  self-referent 
negativity  ; it  repels  itself  from  itself.  But  it  is  a deter- 
minate one,  the  one  which  has  gone  over  into  There- 
being  and  into  the  limit ; therefore  the  repulsion  of  the 
determinateness  from  itself,  not  the  production  of  its 
own  Like,  of  what  is  like  and  equal  to  its  own  self,  as 
the  repulsion  of  the  One,  but  of  its  otherwiseness  ; it  is 
now  explicit  in  itself  to  dispatch  itself  beyond  itself  and 
become  another.  It  consists  in  this,  to  increase  or 
decrease  itself ; it  is  the  externality  of  determinateness 
in  itself. 
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‘ The  Quantum,  therefore,  dispatches  itself  beyond 
itself;  this  other  which  it  becomes  is  firstly  itself  a 
Quantum  ; but  equally  as  a limit  non-beent,  that  drives 
itself  beyond  itself.  The  limit  which  in  this  transition 
has  again  arisen  is,  therefore,  directly  only  such  a one 
as  again  sublates  itself  and  passes  into  another,  and  so 
on  into  the  iiifinite. 


C. 

QDANTIT.\TIVE  INFINITUDE, 
a.  Its  Notion. 

‘The  Quantum  alters  itself  and  becomes  another 
Quantum ; the  fiu'ther  determination  of  this  alteration, 
that  it  proceeds  in  infinitum,  lies  in  this,  that  the 
Quantum  is  constituted  as  contradicting  itself  in  itself. 
The  Quantum  becomes  another ; it  continues  itself, 
however,  into  its  otherwiseness : the  other,  therefore, 
is  also  a Quantum.  But  this  is  the  other  not  only  of 
a,  but  of  the  Quantum  itself,  the  negative  of  it  as  of 
a limited  something;  consequently,  its  unlimitedness, 
infinitude.  The  Quantum  is  a Sollen,  a To-be-to ; it 
implies  to-be-determined-for-itself,  and  such  self-deter- 
minedness  is  rather  determinedness  in  another ; and 
conversely  it  is  sublated  determinedness  in  another,  it 
is  indifi'erent  self-subsistence. 

‘ Finitude  and  Infinitude  receive  thus  at  once  each 
in  itself  a double,  and  that  an  opposed  import.  The 
Quantum  is  finite,  firstly,  as  limited  in  general ; se- 
condly, as  self-dispatch  beyond  itself,  as  determiued- 
ness  in  another.  Its  Infinitude,  again,  is,  firstly,  non- 
limitedness  ; secondly,  its  return  into  itself,  indifferent 
Being-for-self.  If  we  directly  compare  these  moments, 
there  results,  that  the  determination  of  the  Finitude 
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of  the  Quantum,  the  self-dispatch  into  another,  in 
which  its  determination  is  supposed  to  lie  (and  lies), 
is  equally  determination  of  the  Infinite ; the  negation 
of  the  limit  is  the  same  Beyond  over  the  determinate- 
ness, in  such  wise  that  the  Quantum  has  in  this  ne- 
gation, the  Infinite,  its  ultimate  determinateness.  The 
other  moment  of  the  Infinitude  is  the  Being-for-self 
that  is  indifferent  to  the  limit ; the  Quantum  itself, 
however,  is  just  so  limited,  that  it  is  what  is  for  itself 
indifferent  to  its  limit,  and  so  to  other  Quanta  and  its 
Beyond.  The  Finite  and  the  Infinite  (that  Infinite 
which  is  to  be  separated  from  the  Finite, — the  spu- 
rious Infinite)  have,  in  Quantum,  each  already  in  it 
the  moment  of  the  other. 

‘ The  qualitative  and  the  quantitative  Infinites  dis- 
tinguish themselves  by  this,  that  in  the  former  the  anti- 
thesis of  Finite  and  Infinite  is  qualitative,  and  the 
transition  of  the  Finite  into  the  Infinite,  or  the  reference 
of  both  to  each  other,  lies  only  in  the  notion,  only  in  the 
In  itself.  The  qualitative  determinateness  is  as  imme- 
diate, and  refers  itself  to  the  otherwiseness  essentially 
as  to  a something  that  is  other  to  it ; it  is  not  explicit 
as  having  in  itself  its  negation,  its  other.  Quantity,  on 
the  contrarj%  is,  as  such,  suhlated  determinateness ; it 
is  e.vplicit  as  being  unequal  with  itself  and  indifferent 
to  itself,  and  so  as  alterable.  The  qualitative  Finite 
and  Infinite  stand,  therefore,  absolutely,  i.  e.,  abstractly 
opposed  to  each  other ; their  unity  is  the  internal  re- 
ference that  is  implied  at  bottom : the  Finite  continues 
itself,  therefore,  only  in  itself  and  not  in  it,  into  its 
other.  On  the  contrary,  the  quantitative  Finite  refers 
itself  in  itself  into  its  infinite,  in  which  it  has  its  abso- 
lute determinateness.  This  their  reference  is  set  out 
at  first  hand  in  the  Quantitative  Infinite  Progress. 
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b.  'The  Quantitative  Infinite  Progress. 

‘ The  Progress  into  the  Infinite  is  in  general  the 
expression  of  contradiction,  here  of  that  contradiction 
which  the  quantitative  Finite  or  Quantum  in  general 
implies.  It  is  that  alternation  of  Finite  and  Infinite 
which  was  considered  in  the  qualitative  sphere,  with 
the  diflerence  that,  as  just  remarked  above,  in  the 
quantitative  sphere,  the  limit  dispatches  itself  and  con- 
tinues itself  in  itself  into  its  Beyond  ; consequently,  con- 
versely also  the  quantitative  Infinite  is  explicit  as  having 
tlie  Quantum  in  itself,  for  the  Quantum  is  in  its  Being- 
out-of-self  at  the  same  time  itself ; its  externality  belongs 
to  its  determination. 

‘ The  infinite  Progress  is  indeed  only  the  expression 
of  this  contradiction,  not  its  solution ; but  because  of 
the  continuity  of  the  one  determinateness  into  its  other, 
it  brings  forward  an  apparent  solution  in  a union  of 
both.  As  tliis  progress  is  first  expressed,  it  is  the 
Aufgabe  of  the  Infinite  {i.e.  at  once  the  giving  up  and 
the  problem  proposed  ; both  sides  of  the  English  puzzle 
or  riddle  are,  as  it  were,  glanced  at),  not  the  attain- 
ment of  the  same, — its  recurrent  production,  without 
getting  beyond  the  Quantum  itself,  and  without  the 
Infinite  becoming  positive  and  present  The  Quantum 
has  it  in  its  notion  to  have  a Beyond  of  itself.  This 
Beyond  is,  firstly.,  the  abstract  moment  of  the  non- 
being  of  the  Quantum  ; this  latter  eliminates  itself 
in  itself ; thus  it  refers  itself  to  its  Beyond  as  to  its 
Infinitude,  as  in  the  qualitative  moment  of  the  anti- 
thesis. But,  secondly,  the  Quantum  stands  in  continuity 
with  this  Beyond ; the  Quantum  consists  just  in  this,  to 
be  the  other  of  itself,  to  be  external  to  its  own  self : 
this,  that  is  external,  therefore,  is  just  so  not  another 
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than  the  Quantum ; the  Beyond  or  the  Infinite  is  there- 
fore itself  a Quantum.  The  Beyond  is  in  this  way 
recalled  from  its  flight,  and  the  Infinite  reached.  But 
because  this — now  become  a here  from  a Beyond,  a cis 
or  citra  from  an  ultra — is  again  a Quantum,  only  a 
new  limit  has  been  made  again  explicit ; this  new 
limit,  as  Quantum,  is  again  fled  from  by  itself,  is  as 
Quantum  beyond  itself,  and  has  repelled  itself  into  its 
non-being,  into  its  Beyond  of  or  from  its  owm  self, 
which  Beyond  equally  recurrently  becomes  Quantum, 
and  as  that  repels  itself  from  itself  into  the  Beyond 
again. 

‘ The  continuity  of  the  Quantum  into  its  other  occa- 
sions the  union  of  both  in  the  e.xpression  of  an  infinitely 
yreat  or  infinitely  small.  As  botli  have  the  determina- 
tion of  Quantum  still  in  them,  tliey  remain  alterable, 
and  the  absolute  determinateness,  wliich  were  a Being- 
for-self,  is  tlierefore  not  reached.  This  Being-out-of- 
itself  of  the  detennination  is  explicit  in  the  double 
Infinite,  which  is  self-opposed  according  to  a more 
or  a less,  the  infinitely  great  and  the  infinitely  small. 
In  each  of  them  Quantum  is  maintained  in  constantly- 
recurring  antithesis  to  its  Beyond.  The  yreat,  how- 
ever much  extended,  vanishes  together  into  inconsider- 
ableness ; in  that  it  refers  itself  to  the  Infinite  as  to 
its  non-being,  the  antithesis  is  qualitative  : the  extended 
Quantum  has,  therefore,  won  from  the  Infinite  nothing  ; 
the  latter,  after  as  before,  is  the  non-being  of  the 
former.  Or,  the  aggrandisement  of  the  Quantum  is 
no  nearing  to  the  Infinite,  for  the  difference  of  the 
Quantum  and  of  its  Infinite  has  e.ssentially  also  this 
moment,  that  it  is  not  a quantitativ'e  difference.  It  is 
only  the  expression  of  the  contradiction  driven  closer 
into  the  straits ; it  is  to  be  at  once  yreat,  i.  e.  a 
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Quantum,  and  infinite,  i.e.  no  Quantum.  In  the  same 
manner,  the  infinitely  small  is  as  small  a Quantum, 
and  remains  therefore  absolutely,  that  is  to  say,  quaU- 
tatively,  too  great  for  the  Infinite,  and  is  opposed  to  it. 
The  contradiction  of  the  infinite  progress,  which  was  to 
have  found  its  goal  in  them,  remains  preserved  in  both. 

‘ This  Infinite,  which  is  persistently  determined  as 
the  Beyond  of  the  Finite,  is  to  be  described  as  the 
spurious  quantitative  infinite.  It  is,  like  the  qualitative 
spurious  Infinite,  the  perpetual  crossing  hence  and 
thence  from  the  one  member  of  the  persisting  contra- 
diction to  the  other,  from  the  limit  to  its  non-being, 
and  from  the  latter  anew  back  to  the  limit.  In  the 
quantitative  progress,  what  is  advanced  to  is  indeed 
not  an  abstract  other,  but  a Quantum  that  is  expressed 
as  diflerent ; but  it  remains  equally  in  antithesis  to  its 
negation.  The  Progress,  therefore,  is  equally  not  a 
progress,  but  a repetition  of  one  and  the  same, — posi- 
tion, sublation,  — re-position  and  re-sublation  ; (the 
equating  setzend  with  ponens  and  aufhebend  with  tol- 
lens  is  conspicuously  plain  here) — an  impotence  of  the 
negative  to  which  what  it  sublates  returns  through  its 
very  sublation  as  a Constant.  There  are  two  so  con- 
nected that  they  directly  mutually  flee  themselves  ; 
and  even  in  fleeing  cannot  separate,  but  are  in  their 
mutual  flight  conjoined.’ 

Remark  1. 

The  High  Repule  of  the  Progrenue  in  Infinitum. 

This  Eemark  turns  largely  on  certain  declarations  of 
Kant ; but  it  is  not  of  such  a nature  as  to  suggest  reser- 
vation, as  is  usual  where  Kant  is  in  question. 

‘ The  bastard  Infinite — especially  in  its  quantitative 
form,  this  porpetud  transcendence  of  the  limit  and 
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perpetual  impotent  relapse  into  the  same — is  generally 
contemplated  as  something  subhme,  a kind  of  Divine 
Service, — just  as  in  Philosophy  it  has  been  regarded  as 
an  Ultimate.  This  Progress  has  manifoldly  contributed 
to  Tirades,  which  have  been  admired  as  sublime  pro- 
ductions. In  point  of  fact,  however,  this  modem  sub- 
limity enlarges,  not  the  object,  which  rather  flees,  but 
only  the  Subject,  that  absorbs  into  itself  such  huge 
quantities.  The  indigence  of  this  mere  subjective  ele- 
vation, that  would  scale  the  ladder  of  the  Quantitative, 
declares  itself  directly  in  the  admission  of  the  futility  of 
all  its  toil  to  get  any  closer  to  the  infinite  End,  which  to 
be  reached  indeed,  must  be  quite  otherwise  griped  to. 

‘ In  the  following  Tirades  of  this  nature  there  is  at 
the  same  time  expressed,  what  such  elevation  passes 
into  and  ends  in.  Kant,  e.  g.,  speaks  of  it  as  sublime, 
(Kr.  d.  pract.  V.  Schl.) 

when  the  Subject  lifts  himself  in  thought  above  the  place 
he  occupies  in  the  world  of  sense  and  extends  the  synthesis 
of  his  existence  into  infinite  magnitude — a synthesis  with 
stars  upon  stars,  worlds  upon  worlds,  systems  upon  sys- 
tems, and  moreover  also  into  the  immeasurable  times  of  their 
periodic  movement,  of  their  beginning,  and  persistent  dura- 
tion.— Conception  sinks  under  this  advance  into  the  immea- 
surable Far,  where  the  furthest  world  has  still  a further — the 
past,  however  far  referred,  a further  still  behind  it — the 
future,  however  equally  far  anticipated,  always  another  still 
before  it;  Thought  sinks  under  this  conception  of  the  im- 
measurable; as  a dream,  that  we  travel  a long  road  ever 
further  and  interminably  further  without  apparent  end,  ceases 
at  length  with  Falling  or  with  Fainting  (swimming  of  the 
head).* 

‘ This  description,  besides  compressing  the  matter  of 
contents  of  the  quantitative  elevation  into  a wealth  of 

* The  Utter  half  of  this  citation  is  not  found  at  the  place  cited. 
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delineation,  deserves  especial  praise  for  the  honesty 
witli  which  it  relates  how,  in  the  end,  it  fares  with 
this  elevation : thought  succumbs,  the  end  is  Fallintj 
and  a Swimming  of  the  head.  "Wliat  makes  thought 
give  in  and  produces  the  Fall  and  the  Faint  is  nothing 
else  than  the  wearmef<s  of  the  repetition  that  lets  a 
limit  disappear  and  again  enter  and  again  disappear ; 
and  so  ever  the  one  after  the  other,  and  tlie_one  in 
the  other,  in  the  thither  the  hither,  and  in  the 
hither  the  thither,  perpetually  arises  and  perpetually 
departs,  and  there  remains  only  a feeling  of  the  im- 
potence of  this  Infinite  or  of  this  To-be-to,  that 
would  be  master  of  the  Finite,  but  is  without  the 
power. 

‘ What  Kant  names  the  awful  description  of  Eternity 
by  Ilaller  is  usually  also  specially  admired,  but  often 
just  not  for  the  reason  which  constitutes  its  veritable 
merit : — 


I multiply  enormous  numbers, 

I pile  to  millions  up, 

I gather  time  on  time  and  world  on  world  still  up, 

And  when  I from  the  giddy  height 
Seek  thee  once  more  with  reeling  sight, 

Is  every  power  of  count,  increased  a thousand  number 
Not  yet  a part  of  thee. 

I dratj  them  dmm  and  thou  liett  there  by  me.* 

‘ When  this  massing  and  pihng  up  of  numbers  and 
worlds  is  considered  what  is  valuable  as  in  a descrip- 
tion of  eternity,  it  escapes  notice  that  the  Poet  himself 
declares  this  so-called  awful  transcendence  to  be  some- 
thing futile  and  hollow,  and  that  his  own  conclusion 
is,  that  only  by  giving  up  this  empty  infinite  progress, 

• It  is  to  be  hoped  the  render  rhythm  in  which  rather  comes  than 
will  excuse  this  rough  and  ready  is  sought, — but,  after  all,  the  origi- 
translation,  any  ghost  of  rhyme  or  nal  is  but  a similar  doggerel. 

VOL.  II.  Y 
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is  it,  that  the  veritable  Infinite  itself  becomes  present 
to  him. 

‘ There  have  been  Astronomers  who  pleased  them- 
selves in  making  a merit  of  the  sublimity  of  their 
science,  because  it  has  to  do  ■with  an  immeasurable 
number  of  stars,  with  such  immeasurable  spaces  and 
times  that  in  them  distances  and  periods,  in  them- 
selves never  so  vast,  are  but  as  units  that,  never  so 
many  times  taken,  abbreviate  themselves  again  into  in- 
significance. The  shallow  astonishment  to  which  they 
then  surrender  themselves,  the  absurd  hopes  some 
time  yet  in  another  life  to  wander  from  star  to  star, 
and  for  ever  to  acquire  such  new  facts,  they  alleged  as 
chief  moments  of  the  excellence  of  their  science — 
which  science  deserves  admiration,  not  because  of  such 
quantitative  infinitude,  but,  on  the  contrary,  because  of 
the  relations  and  the  hues  which  reason  recognises  in 
these  objects,  and  which  are  the  rational  infinite  as 
against  said  irrational  infinite. 

‘ To  the  Infinite  which  refers  itself  to  outward  sen- 
suous perception,  Kant  opposes  the  other  Infinite, 
when 

the  individual  returns  into  his  invisible  Ego,  and  opposes 
the  absolute  freedom  of  his  will  as  a pure  Ego  to  all  the 
terrors  of  Destiny  and  of  Tyranny,  beginning  with  his  nearest 
circumstances,  sees  them  disappear  in  themselves,  and  even 
that  which  seems  eternal,  worlds  upon  worlds,  collapse  in 
ruins,  and  recognises  singly  himself  as  equal  to  himself. 

‘ Ego,  in  this  singleness  ■with  itself,  is  indeed  the 
attained  Bej’ond  ; it  has  come  to  itself,  is  by  itself,  here ; 
in  pure  self-consciousness  the  absolute  negativity  is 
brought  into  the  affirmation  and  presence  which  in  that 
progress  beyond  the  sensuous  Quantum  only  flee.  But 
in  that  this  pure  Ego  has  fixed  itself  in  its  abstrac- 
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tion  and  emptiness,  it  has  tlie  There-being  in  general, 
the  fullness  of  the  natural  and  spiritual  universe,  over 
against  it  as  a Beyond.  Tliere  manifests  itself  the 
same  contradiction  which  is  implied  in  the  infinite 
progress  ; namely,  a retuniedness  into  itself  which  is 
immediately  at  the  same  time  out-of-itself-ness,  refer- 
ence to  its  other  as  to  its  non-being ; which  reference 
remains  a longing,  because  Ego  has  fixed  for  itself  its 
intent-less  and  untenable  void  on  one  side,  and  as  its 
Beyond  the  fullness  which  in  the  negation  still  remains 
present. 

‘ To  both  Sublimes  Kant  adds  the  remark,  “ that 
admiration  (of  tlie  former,  external)  and  awe  (before 
the  second,  internal)  sublime,  may  stimulate,  indeed,  to 
inquiry,  but  cannot  compensate  for  the  deficiency  of 
the  same.” — He  thus  declares  said  elevations  iusufiicient 
for  reason,  which  cannot  rest  by  them  and  the  feelings 
connected  with  them,  nor  accept  the  Beyond  and  the 
Void  for  what  is  ultimate. 

‘ The  infinite  progress  has  been  taken  as  an  ultimate, 
especially  in  its  moral  application.  The  just-enun- 
ciated second  antithe.sLs  of  the  Finite  and  the  Infinite, 
as  of  the  complex  world  and  of  the  Ego  raised  into 
its  freedom,  is  properly  qualitative.  The  self-deter- 
mination of  the  Ego  aims,  at  the  same  time,  at  the 
detennination  of  Nature,  and  the  emancipation  of 
itself  from  her ; it  thus  refers  itself  through  itself 
to  its  other  which  is,  as  external  There-being,  a 
manifold  and  quantitative.  Eefercnce  to  what  is 
quantitative  becomes  itself  quantitative ; the  negative 
reference  of  the  Ego  thereon,  the  power  of  the  Ego 
over  the  Non-Ego,  over  sense  and  external  nature, 
comes  therefore  to  bo  conceived  in  this  way,  that 
morality  can  and  shall  become  ever  greater — the  power 
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of  sense,  on  the  other  hand,  always  k.ts.  The  complete 
adequacy,  however,  of  the  will  to  the  moral  law  is 
misplaced  in  the  infinite  progress,  that  is  to  say,  it  is 
represented  as  an  ahsolutely  unreachable  Beyond,  and 
just  this  is  to  bo  the  tnie  anchor  and  the  legitimate 
consolation,  that  it  is  unreachable ; for  moralit)'  is  to  be 
as  conflict ; this  conflict,  again,  is  only  from  the  inade- 
quacy of  the  will  to  the  law,  and  the  law,  therefore,  is 
absolutely  a Beyond  for  the  will. 

‘ In  this  antagonism.  Ego  and  Non-Ego,  or  the  pure 
will  and  the  moral  law,  and  the  scn.suousneas  and  mere 
nature  of  the  will,  are  presupposed  as  completely  inde- 
pendent and  mutually  indifferent.  This  pure  will  has 
its  peculiar  law  which  stands  in  essential  connexion 
with  Sense  ; and  Nature,  or  Sense,  has  on  its  side  laws 
which  arc  neither  derived  from  the  will  nor  corre- 
spondent to  it,  nor  can  have  even  only,  however  dif- 
ferent from  it,  in  themselves  an  es.sential  connexion  with 
it,  but  they  are  in  general  dcterminal  for  themselves, 
full  and  complete  within  themselves.  But  both,  at  the 
same  time,  are  moments  of  one  and  the  same  single 
Being,  the  Ego ; the  will  is  determined  as  the  negative 
against  Nature,  so  that  it  (the  will)  is  only  so  fiir  as  there 
is  such  an  element  different  from  it  that  shall  become 
sublated  by  it,  with  which,  however,  it  (the  will)  comes 
thus  in  contact,  and  by  which  it  is  even  affected.  To 
nature  and  to  nature  as  human  Sense,  limitation  through 
another  is  indiflerent,  as  to  an  independent  S5’stem  of 
laws ; she  maintains  herself  in  this  limitation,  enters 
independently  into  the  relation,  and  limits  the  will  of 
the  law  quite  as  much  as  it  limits  her.  It  is  one  act, 
the  self-determination  of  the  will  with  the  sublation  of 
the  otherwiseness  of  a nature,  and  the  assumption  of 
this  othcr\visencss  as  there-beent,  as  continuing  itself  in 
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its  sublation  and  as  not  sublated.  Tlie  contradiction 
that  lies  in  this  is  not  eliminated  in  the  infinite  progress, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  is  expressed  and  maintained  as 
not  eliminated  and  as  incapable  of  elimination ; the 
conllict  of  Morahty  and  Sense  is  represented  as  the 
absolute  relation  that  in  and  for  itself  is. 

‘ The  incapacity  to  become  master  of  the  qualitati%-e 
antithesis  of  the  Finite  and  Infinite,  and  to  comprehend 
the  Idea  of  the  true  will,  substantial  freedom,  has 
recourse  to  Quantity,  in  order  to  use  it  as  mediatrix, 
because  it  is  the  sublated  Qualitative,  the  diflerence 
become  indiflerent.  But  in  that  both  members  of  the 
antithesis  remain  implied  as  qualitatively  chfTerent,  each 
rather  becomes  manifest  at  once  as  indifferent  to  this 
alteration,  and  just  by  this  that  in  their  mutual  refer- 
ence it  is  as  Quanta  that  they  now  relate  themselves. 
Nature  is  determined  by  Ego,  Sense  by  the  Will  of  the 
Good ; the  change  produced  by  the  Will  in  Sense  is 
only  a quantitative  diflerence,  such  a diflerence  as 
allows  it  (Sense)  to  remain  what  it  is. 

‘ In  the  abstracter  statement  of'  the  Kantian  Philo- 
sophy, or  at  least  of  its  principles,  that  is,  in  the 
Wissenschaftslehre  of  Fichte,  the  infinite  progress 
constitutes  in  the  same  manner  the  fundamental 
principle  and  the  Ultimate.  The  first  axiom  of  this 
statement.  Ego  = Ego,  is  followed  by  a second  inde- 
pendent of  the  first,  the  opposition  of  the  Non-Eyo ; 
the  connexioii  of  both  is  taken  at  once  also  as  quan- 
titative difference,  that  Non-Ego  is  partly  determined 
by  Ego,  partly  also  not.  The  Non-Ego  continues 
itself  in  this  way  into  its  non-being,  so  that  in  its  non- 
being  it  remains  opposed,  as  what  is  not  sublated. 
When,  therefore,  the  contradictions  thus  involved  have 
been  developed  in  the  system,  the  concluding  result  is 
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the  same  relation  that  was  the  commencement ; tlie 
Non-Ego  remains  an  infinite  appulse,  an  absolutely 
other;  the  ultimate  mutual  connexion  of  it  and  of 
the  Ego  is  the  infinite  progress,  longing  and  struggle, 
seeking  and  searching, — the  same  contradiction  which 
was  begun  with. 

‘Because  the  quantitative  element  is  the  determi- 
nateness that  is  express  as  sublated,  it  was  believed 
that  much,  or  rather  all,  had  been  won  for  the  unity 
of  the  Absolute,  for  the  One  Substantiality,  when  the 
antithesis  in  general  was  set  down  to  a diflerence  only 
quantitative.  Every  antithesis  is  only  quantitative,  was 
for  a time  a main  position  of  tlie  Later  Philosophy;  the 
o]iposed  determinations  have  the  same  nature,  the  same 
substance  ; they  are  real  sides  of  the  antithesis,  so  far  as 
each  of  them  has  within  it  both  values,  both  factors  of 
tlie  antithesis,  only  that  on  the  one  side  the  one  factor, 
on  the  other  the  other,  is  preponderant ; on  the  one  side 
the  one  factor,  a matter  or  power,  is  present  in  greater 
guantitg  or  in  stronger  degree  than  on  the  other.  So 
far  as  difl’erent  matters  or  powers  are  presupposed,  the 
quantitative  difierence  rather  confirms  and  completes 
their  externality  and  indillerence  to  each  other  and 
to  their  unity.  The  diflerence  of  the  absolute  Unity 
is  to  be  only  quantitative ; Quantitativity  is  indeed 
the  sublated  immediate  determinateiiess,  but  it  is  only 
the  uncompleted,  only  the  first  negation,  not  the  in- 
finite, not  the  negation  of  the  negation.  In  that 
Being  and  Thought  are  represented  as  quantitative  de- 
terminations of  the  Absolute  Substance,  even  the}',  as 
Quanta,  become,  just  like  Carbon,  Azote,  &c.,  in  a sub- 
ordinate sphere,  perfectly  external  to  each  other  and 
void  of  connexion.  It  is  a Tliird  (party),  an  external 
reflexion,  which  abstracts  from  their  diflerence  and 
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perceives  their  inner  unity,  that  is  only  in  itself 
and  not  equally  for  itself.  This  unity,  consequently, 
is  represented  in  elTect  only  as  first  immediate  unity, 
or  only  as  Being,  which,  in  its  quantitative  differ- 
ence, remains  equal  to  itself,  but  does  not  set  itself 
equal  to  itself  through  itself ; it  is  thus  not  com- 
prehended as  negation  of  negation,  as  infinite  unity. 
Only  in  the  qualitative  antithesis  arises  the  eorplicit 
Infinite,  the  Being-for-self,  and  the  quantitative  deter- 
mination itself  pa.sses  over,  as  will  presently  more  par- 
ticularly yield  itself,  into  the  Qualitative.’ 

Remark  2, 

Which  occurs  here,  concerns  Kant,  and  is  reserved 
for  the  present.  It  is  again  one  of  those  miracles  of 
anal5'sis  of  which,  as  yet,  no  man  but  Hegel  has  set 
the  example — a perspicacity  absolutely  irresistible ! — a 
singleness  of  statement  absolutely  annihilative ! 

c.  The  Infinitude  of  the  Quantum. 

‘ 1.  The  infinite  Quantum,  as  infinitely  great  or  in- 
finitely little,  is  itself  an  sich  the  infinite  Progress ; 
it  is  Quantum  as  great  or  small,  and  it  is  at  the 
same  time  non-being  of  Quantum.  The  infinitely  great 
and  infinitely  little  are  therefore  images  of  figurate 
conception,  which,  on  closer  consideration,  show  them- 
selves as  idle  mist  and  shadow.  But  in  the  infinite 
Progre.ss  this  contradiction  is  explicitly  present,  and 
withal  that  also  that  is  the  nature  of  the  Quantum — 
which  as  intensive  magnitude  has  reached  its  reality, 
and  in  its  There-being  is  now  exphcitly  set  as  it  is  in 
its  Notion.  This  identity  is  -what  we  have  to  consider. 

‘ The  Quantum  as  degree  is  simple,  unal,  refeired  to 
itself  and  as  determined  in  itself.  Li  that  through  this 
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unality  the  otherwiseuess  and  tlie  detorniinateness  in  it 
is  sublated,  this  determinateness  is  external  to  it,  it  has 
its  determinatene.ss  out  of  it.  This  its  out-of-itself-ness 
is  at  first  hand  tlie  abstract  non-behuj  of  tlie  Quantum 
in  general,  tlie  spurious  Infinite.  But  further  this  non- 
being  is  also  a magnitude,  the  Quantum  continues  itself 
into  its  non-being,  for  it  has  just  its  determinateness  in 
its  externahty ; this  its  externality  is  itself  tlierefore 
equally  Quantum ; that,  its  non-being,  the  Infinitude, 
becomes  thus  limited,  that  is  to  say,  this  Beyond  is 
sublated,  is  itself  determined  as  Quantum,  which  is  thus 
in  its  negation  by  its  own  self. 

‘ Tliis,  however,  is  what  the  Quantum  as  such  is  an 
sich.  For  it  is  just  itself  (es  selbst)  through  its  outer- 
liness ; the  externality  constitutes  that  whereby  it  is 
Quantum,  is  by  its  own  self.  In  tlie  infinite  Progress, 
therefore,  the  Notion  of  the  Quantum  is  Express,  Ex- 
plicit. 

‘ Let  us  take  it  (the  Progress)  at  first  hand  in  its 
abstract  distinctive  features  as  they  lie  before  us,  then 
there  is  pre-^ent  in  it  the  suhlation  of  the  Quantum,  but 
equally  also  of  its  Beyond,  therefore  the  negation  of  the 
Quantum  as  icell  ns  the  negation  of  this  negation.  Its 
(the  Progress’)  truth  is  their  unity,  in  which  they  are 
but  as  moments.  This  unity  is  the  solution  of  the  con- 
tradiction of  which  the  Progress  is  the  expression,  and 
its  (this  unitj^’s)  closest  meaning  consequently  is  the 
restoration  of  the  notion  of  Quantity, — that  it  is  in- 
dilTerent  or  external  limit.  In  the  infinite  Progress  as 
such,  it  is  usually  only  considered,  that  each  Quantum, 
however  great  or  small,  must  be  capable  of  disappear- 
ing, that  it  must  bo  capable  of  being  transcended  ; but 
it  is  not  considered,  that  this  its  sublation,  the  Beyond, 
the  downright  Infinite  itself  disappear  also. 
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‘ Even  the  first  sublation,  tlie  negation  of  Quality  in 
general,  whereby  Quantum  becomes  explicit,  is  an  sich 
the  sublation  of  the  negation,  — the  Quantum  is  sub- 
lated  qualitative  hniit,  consequently  sublated  negation, — 
but  it  is  at  the  same  time  only  an  sich  this ; it  is  set 
as  a There-being,  and  then  its  negation  is  fixed  as  the 
Infinite,  as  the  Beyond  of  Quantum  which  stands  as  a 
Here,  a This  side,  as  an  immediate ; thus  the  iuQnite  is 
determined  only  as  first  negation,  and  so  it  appears  in 
the  infinite  progress.  It  has  been  shown  that  there  is, 
however,  more  present  in  this  last, — the  negation  of  the 
negation,  or  that  which  the  infinite  is  in  truth.  This 
was  before  regarded  as  that  tlie  Notion  of  the  Quantum 
is  thus  again  restored ; this  restoration  means,  in  direct 
reference,  that  its  There-being  has  received  its  closer  de- 
termination ; there  has  arisen,  namely,  the  Quantum  de- 
termined according  to  its  Notion,  whicli  is  different  from 
the  Immediate  Quantum — the  externahty  is  now  the 
contrary  of  itself,  expUcitly  set  as  moment  of  the  Mag- 
nitude itself, — the  Quantum  so  that  by  means  of  its 
non-being,  the  infinite,  it  has  in  apother  Quantum  its 
determinateness,  i.  e.  qualitatively  is  that  which  it  is. 
Nevertheless,  this  compiuison  of  the  Notion  ivith  the 
There-being  of  the  Quantum  belongs  more  to  our  re- 
flexion, to  a relation  that  is  not  yet  present  here. 
The  immediately  next  determination  is,  that  the  Quan- 
tum has  returned  into  Quality,  is  now  once  again 
qualitatively  determined.  For  its  peculiarity,  Qualit)^ 
is  the  externality,  intbfference  of  the  determinateness ; 
and  it  is  now  explicitly  set,  as  being  in  its  externality 
rather  itself,  as  therein  referring  itself  to  itself,  as  in 
simphcity  with  itself,  i.  e.  as  being  qualitatively  deter- 
mined. This  Qualitativity  is  more  particularly  deter- 
mined, namely,  as  Being-for-self ; for  the  reference  to 
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itself  to  which  it  has  come,  arises  out  of  Mediation, 
the  negation  of  the  negation.  The  Quantum  has  the 
Infinite,  the  For-self-determineduess  no  longer  out  of 
it,  but  in  itself. 

‘ The  Infinite,  which  in  the  infinite  Progress  has  only 
the  empty  sense  of  a Non-being,  of  an  unreached,  but 
sought  Beyond,  is  in  effect  nothing  else  than  Quality. 
The  Quantum  as  indifferent  limit  passes  out  beyond 
itself  into  the  infinite  ; it  seeks  so  nothing  else  than 
the  for-self-determinedness,  the  qualitative  moment, 
that,  however,  in  tliis  way,  is  only  a To-be-to.  Its 
indifference  to  the  limit,  consequently  its  defect  of 
beent-for-self-determinatcncss  and  its  going  out  beyond 
itself,  is  what  makes  the  Quantum  Quantum  ; that,  its 
going-out,  is  to  be  negated,  and  to  find  for  itself  in  the 
infinite  its  absolute  determiuateuess. 

‘Quite  generally:  the  Quantum  is  sublated  Qua- 
lity ; but  the  Quantum  is  infinite,  transcends  itself, 
is  the  negation  of  itself;  this  its  transcendence  is, 
therefore,  an  .sich  the.  negation  of  the  negated  Quality, 
the  restoration  of  Quality  ; and  this  is  explicitly  set, 
that  the  externality  which  appeared  as  Beyond,  is 
determined  as  the  own  moment  of  the  Quantum. 

‘ The  Quantum  is  thus  set  as  repelled  from  itself, 
whereby  there  are  therefore  two  Quanta,  which,  never- 
theless, ai'e  sublated,  only  are  as  moments  of  one  unity, 
and  this  unity  is  the  determinateness  of  the  Quantum. 
This  (Quantum)  thus  referred  to  itself  in  its  externality 
as  indifferent  limit,  and  consequently  qualitatively  set, 
is  the  Quantitative  Relation.  In  relation  the  Quantum 
is  external  to  itself,  different  from  itself ; this  its 
externality  is  the  referring  of  one  Quantum  to  another 
Quantum,  of  which  each  is  only  valid  in  this  its  re- 
ference to  its  other ; and  this  reference  constitutes  the 
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cleterminatoness  (the  special  virtue)  of  the  Quantum 
which  is  as  sucli  unity.  It  has  in  tliis  reference  not 
an  iiidifTerent,  but  a qualitative  determination;  is  in 
this  its  externality  returned  into  itself,  is  in  the  same 
that  which  it  is.’ 

There  is  the  possibility  here  of  some  very  auxiliary 
remarks. — First  of  all,  the  contradiction  in  the  notion 
of  an  Infinitesimal,  an  infinitely  great,  or  an  infinitely 
little,  is  accomphshed  witli  the  usuid  Hegelian  master- 
liness in  a very  clear,  and,  as  things  are,  very  nece.s- 
sary  exposition.  It  is  to  be  at  once  Quantum  and  no 
Quantum,  that  is,  it  is  an  sich  the  infinite  Progress : 
now  it  is  the  reduction  of  this  contradiction  to  the 
unity  of  relation  which  is  the  relative  merit  of  Hecel. 
Tlie  hmitless  externality  which  lies  in  the  notion  of 
Quantum  or  Quantity  is  qualitative ; and  therefore  it 
is  a cheap  wonder  that  falls  prostrate  before  the  in- 
finite quantities  that  can  be  conjured  up  in  the  quanti- 
tative Progress  ; for  with  such  quality  such  quantity  is 
the  turn  of  a hand.  The  bearing  which  intensive 
magnitude — as  that,  as  it  were,  qualitative  One,  which 
has  nevertheless  its  aflair  in  an  external  Many — has  on 
the  subsequent  determination  of  Eelation  must  not  be 
lost  sight  of.  Degree,  quite  generally  as  degree,  has 
wliat  constitutes  its  determinateness  external  to  itself ; 
but  there  is  no  end  to  the  possibility  of  degree,  there- 
fore this  its  own  constitutive  externahty  is  endless  ; or 
vice  vers&,  the  constitutive  externality  being  endless, 
degree  is  endless  ; and  we  have  thus  in  perfectly  ex- 
phcit  expression  the  quantitative  spurious  Infinite.  In 
this  Infinite,  the  externahty,  the  Many,  can  be  seen  to 
be  relatively  to  the  One,  the  degree,  this  degree’s 
abstract  non-being  as  such  ; or  this  abstract  non-being, 
the  possibility  of  degree,  is  just  the  spurious  Infinite. 
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Now  all  tlii.s  is  tlie  very  Notion  of  Quantum  in  general : 
Quantum  is  itself,  is  what  it  is,  through  its  own  out- 
wardness. We  may  even  intensify  the  outwardness 
implied  in  the  notion  here ; for  we  may  saj%  the 
Quantum  is  what  it  is  through  that  outwardness  which 
it  is,  and  also  through  that  outwardness  which  it  is 
not — any  quantitative  a.ssignment  being  absolutely 
relative.  This  relativity,  the  notion  of  a One  fi'om 
Two,  is  well  before  the  mind  of  Hegel.  As  always 
relative,  the  assignment  — Quantum  — can  be  seen, 
then,  always  to  flee  — in  inflnituni.  From  this  flight 
it  is  Hegel’s  business,  by  virtue  of  the  Notion,  to 
recidl  it. 

I have  translated  Schlecht-t^/mndliche,  downright 
Infinite.  The  sense  assigned  is  an  old  idiomatic  use  of 
Schlecht  as  seen  in  Schlechthin,  Schlechtweg,  &c.  ; 
and  again,  looking  close,  the  Un  of  Unendhche  seems 
italicised,  which  somehow  plays  verj’  much  into  tlie 
hands  of  Schlecht  in  the  sense  of  downright.  Beyond 
all  doubt,  however,  we  have  here  the  usual  Hegelian 
irony;  what  here  is  downriflit  to  figurate  conception 
or  ordinary  reflexion  is  spurious  to  Hegel. 

The  reader  will  assist  himself  greatly  here  if  he  will 
recall  the  sub  specie  ceterni,  and  reflect  that  it  is  the 
pure  Notion,  the  Absolute,  which  lies  under  all  these 
forms.  It  wiis  the  sublation  of  Finite  There-being, 
for  exami)le,  that  led  through  the  absolute  Being-for- 
self  into  the  fonn  of  Quantity  at  all : all  then  Avas 
One,  One,  One, — that  is,  Quantity  ; but  in  that  Quan- 
tity, the  One,  Quality,  still  is.  ‘ Quantity,  then,  is 
an  sick  the  sublation  of  the  negation’ — of  what  ne- 
gation?— why,  of  the  qualitative  negation,  of  quahta- 
tive  limit,  of  the  fact  that  the  Voice  had  a Notification 
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(lifTerent  from  itself : Quantity  is  the  negation  of  this 
quahtative  limit ; what  is,  is  One,  but  even  so  it 
must  be  One,  One,  One  : Quantity  is  the  condition  of 
its  life,  of  its  very  one-ness.  All  this  is  very  plainly 
present,  especially  in  tlie  last  four  paragraphs,  which 
have  been  just  translated.  Tlie  One  is  always  One, 
tlie  immediate  ; so  the  non-immediate  is  its  non-being, 
the  negation  of  itself : thus  it  is  caught  (befangen)  in 
the  .spurious  Infinite,  the  SoUen  of  all  kinds,  and  is 
‘ das  ungliickhche  Bewusstseyn,’  the  unhappy  conscious- 
ness that  cannot  find  itself  but  is  for  ever  lost  in  its 
other.  All  tliis  disappears  before  the  simple  considera- 
tion that  the  other  is  just  the  condition,  the  presupposi- 
tion of  itself;  that  the  other  is  for  it ; that  it  is  through 
tlie  other ; that  it  is  One  just  because  it  is  One,  One, 
One ; that  it  is  the  other,  and  the  other  is  it.  This  is 
retum  of  the  Quantum  into  Quality : its  determinate- 
ness as  Quantum  is  its  own  externality ; but  its  own 
externality  was  the  determinateness  of  Quality  also  : 
sublation  of  the  externality  produces  a like  qualitative 
Being-for-self  in  both.  In  fact,  read  by  this  absolute 
light,  these  paragraphs  -will  yield  a perfectly  marvellous 
meaning.  While  on  one  side  all  the  assignments  of 
Quantity  are  placed  before  us  in  a rigorous  exactitude 
of  form  that  is  now  for  the  first  time  witnessed,  on 
the  other  side  we  have  the  Absolute  itself  demonstrated 
to  us,  and  in  those  necessities  which  are  the  purest 
outcomes  of  its  own  reason,  of  its  own  pulse,  that  is, 
of  its  own  self.  Here,  for  example,  we  see  that  Quan- 
tity is  not  a thing  apart  and  by  itself,  not  something 
peculiar,  independent  and  isolated,  but  absolutely  one 
with  quahty,  absolutely  one  with  what  is  ; it  is  part  and 
parcel  of  the  One  All,  and  it  is  not  part  and  parcel. 
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but  is  that  One  All ; for  in  no  other  way  could  there 
be  One,  One,  One,  a life,  Quality : Quantity,  in  fact,  is 
but  the  abstract  expression  of  that  concrete  fact.  To 
generalise  and  abstract  may  be  necessary,  but  it  is 
more  necessary  nowadays  to  conduct  our  abstractions 
back  into  the  life  from  which  they  have  been  sundered. 
This  life  is  one  and  many : these  many  are  not  to  be 
fixed  as  dead  immovable  solids  (bits  of  ice)  taken  up 
from  the  One,  the  life,  they  are  to  be  taken  back, 
re-dis.solved  and  seen  as  they  are  in  the  living  One. 
That  Quality  is  Quahty,  then,  is  just  that  Qmmtity  is 
Quantity,  or  that  there  is  Quantity  : there  is  an  abso- 
lutely necessary  nexus  between  tlie  two  entities ; they 
are  but  sides  of  one  and  the  same.  IIow  were  an 
internality  possible  without  an  externality  to  exteml  it  ? 
Tliere  is  not  here  internality,  then,  and  there  externality  ; 
but  what  is,  is  at  once  external  and  internal,  and  such 
constitution  is  an  absolute  necessity  of  thought  or  of 
the  Notion.  lie  that  would  see  rightly,  then,  must 
always  see  in  connexion,  in  co-reference.  The  Absolute 
Negativity,  tlie  negation  of  the  negation,  this  is  the  key- 
note : what  is,  is  afire  that  feeds  itself;  the  fire  and  its 
fuel  are  one ; the  former  is  through  the  latter,  but  the 
former  alwaj’s  is,  therefore  the  latter  always  is,  and 
the  one  is  the  other.  Such  is  the  nature  of  the  Divine 
Life  ; it  is  infinite,  for  that  which  it  is  through,  the 
aliment,  is  infinite  and  itself.  Tims  is  it  the  pure 
negativity  or  the  negation  of  the  negation,  for  it  is 
through  its  other,  its  negation,  which  at  the  same  time 
it  negates : the  Attraction  that  is  explicit  is  for  ever 
fed  by  the  Eepulsion  tliat  is  implicit.  In  this  way 
it  is  that  Hegel  has  taken  finn  hold  of  the  formula 
of  tlie  Absolute  ; and  this  negation  of  the  negiition, 
this  necessary  duplicity  in  the  character  of  every 
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actual  concrete  existence  by  which  it  has  two  abs- 
tract or  relatively  abstract  sides,  he  has  followed  out 
through  the  entire  circle  of  the  universe,  up  from  the 
abstractest  determination  to  the  concrctest,  and  this  too 
by  an  absolutely  necessary  method,  and  wdth  an  ab- 
solutely necessary  beginning  and  end.  The  duplicity 
which  we  see  here  in  regard  to  Quality  and  Quantity 
is  the  single  regulative  truth  of  things,  and,  the  element 
of  thought  being  it  and  it  nothing  but  thouglit,  it  is 
not  more  regulative  than  constitutive ; it  is  wdiat  is,  it  is 
the  Absolute,  it  is  the  pulse  of  God  himself — at  least 
as  expressed  in  this  universe.  Quantity  is  a necessjuy 
position — it  is  but  Quality,  completed  Quality.  Quality, 
when  fuU-suramed,  consummated  in  itself,  is  Quantity, 
by  virtue  of  its  own  life,  its  own  continuance.  Quan- 
tity, ■which  is  the  hfe  of  Quality,  its  continuance,  with- 
out which  Quality  were  not,  which  is  required  to  extend 
Quality,  returns  by  virtue  of  its  own  notion  and  verit- 
able constitution  into  the  Quality  w'hich  it  was  supposed 
to  have  left.  We  need  not  say,  indeed.  Quantity 
without  which  Quality  were  not ; for  tliat  is  simply 
tautological.  Quantity  being  very  evidently  just  the 
same  thing  as  Quality,  though  on  the  other  side.  That 
Quahty  be.  Quantity  is  a nccessaiy  condition,  and  so  is 
it  a necessary  ingredient  of  Quality  itself.  Without 
the  Quantity  that  extends  it.  Quality  is  inconceivable 
and  impossible ; but  conversely  without  the  Quality 
tliat,  so  to  speak  here,  intends  it.  Quantity  is  incon- 
ceivable and  impossible.  What  w'ere  Quantum  and 
Quanta  if  only  Quantitative  Quantum  and  QuanUi? 
Quantum  and  Quanta  must  contract  into  the  ultimate 
virtue,  into  the  essential  drop  of  Quality, — the  ones 
are  the  One : Quantum  and  Quanta  are  only  for 
Quality ; they  are  only  Qualitative.  Time,  Space, 
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Matter,  the  Ego, — tliese  we  have  already  seen  cited 
as  examples  of  pure  quantity ; but  they  are  all  of 
them  qualitative,  and  there  only  because  they  are 
qualitative,  they  are  necessary  positions  of  the  Abso- 
lute in  the  way  in  which  we  have  seen  such  necessity 
as  regards  Quantity  when  referred  to  Quality.  That 
they  are  qualitative  is  evident  from  this,  that  each  lias 
its  own  peculiarity,  that  is,  they  are  not  absolutely  the 
same  pure  Quantity,  and  so  not  absolutely  pure  Quan- 
tity at  all : pure  Quantity  as  such  is  just  the  out-of- 
itself  of  Quality,  or,  what  is  the  same  thing,  its 
contimiance  but  in  discretion,  discretion  and  con- 
tinuance being  but  another  example  of  the  absolute 
duplicity  by  which  neither  is  possible  without  the 
other,  or  either  is  the  other.  Quality  is  the  One  ; 
but  to  be  the  One,  it  must  be  One,  One,  One  endlessly, 
or  Quantity : but  the  One  refers  these  Ones  to  its  own 
oneness — Quantitative  Eelation.  However  it  may  be 
with  the  Absolute,  it  must  be  admitterl,  at  least,  that 
Hegel  in  pursuit  of  his  Absolute  has  absolutely  worked 
out  and  perfected,  and  for  the  first  time  in  universal 
histoiy,  the  Metaphysic  or  Theory  of  Quantity.  Whether, 
then,  Avhat  we  may  assign  as  the  ultimate  dictum  of 
Hegel — Thought  is  the  one  dvdyxrj,  and  the  dvdyxri  of 
Thought  gives  this  Universe — be  true  or  not,  we  must 
be  thankful  for  the  vast  light  his  metaphysic  has 
thrown  on  the  particular  and  on  all  particulars.  This 
brings  us  to  say  that  before  entering  on  the  important 
enunciations  of  Hegel  in  reference  to  the  Calculus  and 
the  higher  analysis  in  general,  which  fonn  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  three  veiy  long  and  laborious  Eemarks 
by  the  first  of  which  we  now  stand,  it  will  be  advan- 
tageous to  renew  the  values  of  Quantity  we  have  just 
obtained,  especially  those  which  bear  on  Avhat  is  called 
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the  Quantitative  Infinite,  True  or  Fal.se,  Genuine  or 
SpurioiLs,  Legitimate  or  Bastard. 

The  Qualitative  Infinite  we  probably  understand 
thoroughly,  and  on  both  aspects,  from  the  illustration 
of  the  absolute  Voice  and  its  Notification.  The  Noti- 
fication a.s  finite  Note  after  finite  Note  endlessl}'-,  is  that 
alternation  of  endedness  and  unendedness  that  but 
replace  each  other  and  repeat  themselves,  which  is  the 
spurious  Infinite  of  Hegel.  The  absolute  Voice  itself, 
which  is  through  these  notes,  and  these  notes,  is  the 
true  Infinite.  In  effect.  Finite  and  Infinite  are  but  a 
certain  stage  of  the  Notion,  of  the  one  double  single, 
or  of  the  single  duplicity.  An  Infinite  without  a Finite 
were  null,  as  a Finite  without  an  Infinite  is  inconceivable 
and  impossible : neither,  then,  is  possible  without  the 
other ; each  implies  the  other ; — either  is  the  other  : 
the  one  truth  is  the  single  duplicity  that  is  both.  When 
we  see  Finite  by  itself,  and  Infinite  by  itself,  we  see  a 
concrete  Notion,  or  a phase  of  the  concrete  Notion,  in 
each  of  its  two  abstract  sides  alternately.  The  truth 
is  the  absolute  Voice  which  is  through  its  other,  which 
other  it  also  negates  or  sublates  ; and  so  is  it  the  nega- 
tion of  the  negation,  the  pure  negativity,  the  veritable 
Infinite. 

This  Infinite  as  One  passed  through  what  we  may 
call  Monadology  or  the  Metaphysic  of  the  !Monad  into 
the  indifferent  continuous  oneness  which  emerged  as 
Quantity.  Quantity  showed  itself  immediately  as  Con- 
tinuous or  Discrete  ; both  of  which  went  together  again 
in  the  notion  of  limit,  which  was  found  to  be  not  only 
the  common,  but  the  entire  truth  of  each.  Limit  next 
manifested  itself  as  Quantum  or  Number,  which  went 
asunder  into  Exteiusive  and  Inteii-sive  Quanta,  but  col- 
lapsed again  into  the  quantitative  Something  which,  as 
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the  very  quality  or  notion  of  Quantum,  is  endless  self- 
externality, or  the  quantitative  Infinite.  The  quanti- 
tative Infinite  is  first  the  spiu’ious  Infinite  of  Quantum 
fleeing  ever  into  its  indifferent  hmit.  But  this  flight  or 
transcendence  is  in  its  truth  a transcendence  of  the  one 
Quantum  as  weU  as  of  the  other : this  is  a reference 
of  Quantum  to  Quantum,  is  qualitative,  and  the  true 
Quantitative  Infinite  of  Quantitative  Eelation.  Simple 
consideration  sub  specie  cetemi  of  the  One  that  issued 
from  Quality  and  emerged  in  Quantity  leads  readily  to 
all  these  forms.  But,  not  to  go  too  far  back — as  limit- 
less one,  one,  one  that  is  always  away  over  into  another 
one,  it  is  the  spurious  infinite,  while  as  return  to  its 
own  oneness  in  all  these  ones  it  is  the  true  Infinite  and 
a return  to  Quality.  This  can  be  characterised,  too,  as 
the  true  reflexion  for  us  here.  Lastly,  in  an  objective 
mode  of  looking,  the  oneness  that  results  from  the  re- 
flexion of  one  to  one  is — Quantitative  Eelation,  and  is 
here  the  true  Quantitative  Infinite,  as  it  is  Qualitative, 
or  as  it  is  the  return  of  Quahty  to  itself  from  Quantity. 
I may  add,  that  once  having  the  absolute  as  One,  or 
just  the  form,  character,  determination,  or  term  of  One, 
the  whole  of  Quantity,  and  of  all  that  holds  of  it,  is 
potentially  given. 

Eehark  1. 

The  Precue  Xature  of  the  Notion  of  the  Mathematical  Infinite. 

‘ The  Infinite  which  the  higher  analysis  has  intro- 
duced into  mathematical  science,  while  it  has  led  to 
vast  results  in  practice,  lias  been  always  attended  with 
great  difficidties  in  theory.  The  latter,  indeed,  has 
never  been  able  to  justify  the  former ; confirmation 
has  been  required  for  the  results,  as  it  were,  from  with- 
out ; and  the  operation  itself  has  been  rather  granted 
as  incorrect.  This  is  a false  position  in  itself — un- 
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scientific — and  no  science  so  situated  can  be  either  sure 
of  its  application  or  certain  of  its  extent. 

‘ Wliat  is  interesting  to  Philosophy  here  is,  that 
while  this,  the  Mathematical  Lifinite,  is  at  bottom  the 
True  Infinite,  it  is  the  False  or  Metaphysical  Infinite 
before  whicli  it  is  summoned  and  required  to  justify 
itself.  The  former,  indeed  (mathematic),  defends  itself 
by  rejecting  the  competence  of  the  latter  (metaphysic), 
and  by  professing  to  own  no  authority  but  that  of  its 
own  consistency  on  its  own  field.  But  while,  on  the 
one  hand,  metaphysic  cannot  deny  the  value  of  the 
splendid  results  achieved  by  mathematic  in  consequence 
of  the  Infinite  in  question,  "it  must  be  admitted  that  this 
latter  science,  on  the  other  hand,  is  unable  to  procure 
for  its  own  self  a clear  conscience  as  regards  the  notion 
it  has  introduced  and  the  dependent  processes. 

‘ So  far  as  the  difficulty  concerns  the  Notion  alone, 
that  is  a matter  of  no  moment  to  any  science  which 
has  rightly  possessed  itself  of  an  element,  and  tndy  dis- 
tributed it.  But  here  in  the  science  concerned  there  is 
a contradiction  in  the  very  metliod  on  Avhich,  as  a 
science,  it  rests.  It  permits  itself,  for  example,  to 
handle  Infinite  Quanta  as  if  they  were  Finite  Quanta, 
and  yet  to  apply  in  determination  of  the  former  expe- 
dients which  it  absolutely  rejects  in  the  case  of  the 
latter.  Justification,  it  is  true,  is  sought  for  the  ap- 
plication of  these  expedients,  in  the  fact,  that  theii- 
results  can  be  proved  from  elsewhere.  But  while,  on 
one  side,  all  results  have  not  been  so  proved,  it  is,  on 
the  other  side,  the  very  object  of  the  new  method, 
not  only  to  shorten,  but  in  certain  respects  to  super- 
sede the  old,  and  obtain  results  impossible  to  the  old. 
Again,  a residt  cannot  justify  a maimer  per  se ; and 
the  manner  here  has  this  inexactitude  in  it,  that  it  now 
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introduces  as  the  very  essential  of  the  operation,  what 
it  presently  rejects  as  too  small  to  be  of  any  account. 
Nay,  what  is  more  extraordinary  still,  the  results  ob- 
tained from  this  process,  the  inexactitude  of  which  is 
admitted,  are,  as  Carnot  says,  ‘ not  merely  free  “ from 
sensible  error,”  but  rigorously  exact.’  And  we  know 
all  the  Wilde  that  something  actually  was  omitted  — 
something  not  quite  zero.  This  is  not  truth  as  such — 
correctness  as  such  — neither  of  ■which  admits  of  a 
less  or  a more.  Again,  be  it  witli  the  result  as  it  may. 
Proof  as  such  is  an  interest,  and  in  mathematical  science 
the  interest  proper. 

‘ It  will  be  interesting,  then,  to  examine  closer  the 
various  modes  in  whicli  the  general  notion  involved 
has  been  viewed,  as  well  as  the  various  expedients  which 
have  been  adopted  to  justify  it. 

‘ The  usual  definition  of  the  mathematical  Infinite 
is,  that  it  is  a Magnitude  beyond  which — when  it  is 
infinitely  great  — there  is  no  greater,  or  — wlicn  it  is 
infinitely  small — no  smaller,  or  which,  in  the  one  case, 
is  greater,  and,  in  tlie  other,  smaller,  than  any  assign- 
able magnitude.  This  definition  does  not  express  the 
true  notion  involved,  but  only  that  contradiction  which 
is  the  spurious  Progressus ; and  again  if  Quanta  are,  as 
mathematic  elsewlicre  avows,  what  can  be  lessened  or 
increased,  then  plainly  it  is  not  Quanta  as  such  that 
Ave  have  now  before  us. 

‘ Tliis  is  already  something  gained,  and  this  is  what 
usually  just  fails  to  be  seen  : the  Quantum  as  such 
is  sublated,  its  cliaracter  is  now  of  an  infinite  nature, 
and  yet  its  quantitatwe  determinateness  is  to  be  con- 
ceived as  still  somehow  persisting.  It  is  in  continuing 
to  regard  what  is  infinite  as  finite,  as  Quantum,  that 
more  or  less  becomes  capable  of  being  falsely  attributed 
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to  what  is  infinite.  The  infinite  of  a unity  that  is  2, 
or  3,  or  4,  &c.,  for  example,  may  be  regarded  as  greater 
than  an  infinite  of  a unity  that  is  only  1,  &c.  How  this 
depends  on  an  infinite  being  still  regarded  as  Quantum 
is  evident.  Kant — (but,  as  usual,  this  is  reserved). 

‘ We  have  seen  that  the  Time  Infinite  Quantum  is 
infinite  in  it.self  {an  i/un  selbst)  ; it  is  this  inasmuch  as 
both  the  Quantum  a.s  such  and  its  Beyond  of  Exter- 
nality, through  which  Beyond  it  has  its  constitutive 
determinatcncss,  are  equally  sublatcd.  The  Quantum 
is  thus  gone  into  unal  self-reference.  It  itself  and  its 
externality,  however,  are  still  there  as  moments  : it  is 
the  infinite  Quantum  as  containing  and  being  its  own 
negated  externality.  But  this  is  Quality:  it  is  not  any 
particular  assignable  Quantum  : it  is  the  constitution 
of  Quantum  as  such  universally,  and  so  Quahty. 

‘ One  can  readily  sublate  the  infinite  series  of  Notes, 
through  which  the  Voice  is,  into  the  one  infinite  Voice  ; 
but,  though  the  one  infinite  Quantum  can  be  conceived 
as  only  through  the  series  of  finite  Quanta,  it  is  not 
so  easy  to  conceive  a qualitative  infinite  Quantum  by 
sublation  into  its  unity  of  the  whole  infinite  variety 
or  externality  of  the  finite  series.  This,  however,  is 
what  is  required  to  be  done  : the  relativity  of  Quantity 
is  to  be  conceived  in  its  own  infinite  qualitative  form. 
Its  infinitude  is  that  it  is  a qualitative  determinateness. 
The  relativity,  once  finuly  caught,  can  be  seen  to  be  but 
Moment,  Quantitative  determinateness  in  Qualitative 
form.  As  moment  it  depends  on  its  other ; it  has  its 
determination  from  this  other  ; it  has  a meaning  only 
in  relation  to  what  stands  in  relation  with  it.  Apart 
from  this  relation  it  is  nothing ; and  is,  in  this  respect, 
unlike  Quantum  as  such,  which  as  such  seems  -wholly 
passive,  indifferent  as  regards  relation,  and  even  in 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


342 


THE  SECRET  OF  HEGEL. 


relation  to  pos.sess  its  own  immediate,  settled  form. 
But  as  moment  in  relation,  its  passivity  and  indiffer- 
ence disappear  ; its  immediacy  is  sublated  ; it  is  what 
it  is  through  {mother.  Quite  generally  now,  then,  the 
Quantum  that  has  taken  up  this  attitude  to  its  oAvn 
externality  (quite  generally)  can  be  seen  to  have  sub- 
lated itself  into  a Qualitative  Unity;  it  is  infinite  Being- 
for-self,  but  pos.sesses  and  is  quantitative  Being-for- 
One.  Or  we  may  say  that  quantitatively  it  is  a FUr- 
Eines,  a Being-for-One,  while  qualitatively  it  is  a 
Being-for-self.  Or  again  we  might  almost  say  that  it 
is  quantitative  inaiter  (the  For-One)  idealised  into 
qualitative  form  (the  For-.sclf).  This  distinction  is  very 
diflicult  to  realise.  Though  something  has  here  been 
added  in  elucidation,  tlie  reader  will  do  Avell  to  re- 
read— ‘ c.  The  Infinitude  of  the  Quantum,’  together 
with  the  relative  comments — ^for  this  notion  is  evi- 
dently intended  to  be  the  key-note  of  all  that  follows. 
Tlie  moments  are  simply  these ; there  is  Quantum  and 
its  Beyond  ; so  ])ut  they  llee  each  other  and  we  have 
the  spurious  Infinite  through  their  altentate  repetition  ; 
but  they  are  not  to  be  repeated : the  Quantum  is  to  be 
seen  to  depend  on  the  Beyond  ; the  Beyond  is  to  be 
seen  to  constitute  it : the  Beyond,  then,  is  to  be  taken 
up  into  it  to  the  formation  of  a single  notion,  a one 
infinite  qualitative  whole, — the  quality  being  the  pecu- 
liarity of  its  constitution.* 

‘ This  notion  will  be  found  to  constitute  at  bottom 
the  mathematical  Infinite  ; and  it  itself  will  become 
clearer  in  the  progress  of  a consideration  of  the  various 
stages  of  the  expression  of  the  Quantum  as  a moment 

* Exact  translation  wa-i  not  at  above,  though  compression  was  the 
first  intended  in  this  Remark  — general  object, 
hence  the  admission  of  additions  os 
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of  relation,  from  the  lowest,  where  it  is  yet  at  the 
same  time  Quantum  as  such,  up  to  the  higher,  where 
it  obtains  the  signification  (value)  and  the  expression 
of  special  infinite  magnitude. 

‘ The  first  example,  then,  will  be  Quantum  in  relation 
as  exhibited  in  fractions.  The  fraction  for  instance, 
is  quite  a finite  expression,  and  possessed  of  a quite 
finite  value,  the  exponent  or  quotient ; nevertheless  it 
is  different  from  the  whole  numbers,  1,  2,  3,  &c.  It  is 
not  immediate  as  they  are,  but  mediate ; the  virtue  it 
possesses  is  neither  2 nor  7,  but  as  it  were  that  virtue 
which  depends  on  the  relativity  of  these  two  virtues 
mutually.  The  sublation  of  immediacy  has  introduced 
quite  a change,  then : the  immediacy  is  no  longer  the 
essential,  but  the  raediacy;  and  so  long  as  the  latter  is 
retained,  the  fonner  may  be  as  it  likes.  Thus  a certain 
infinitude  emerges  : 2 may  become  4,  6,  &c. ; and  for 
7 we  may  substitute  14,  21,  &c.  In  this  way  we  see 
more  plainly  that  it  is  not  an  immediate  2 or  7 with 
which  we  have  to  do  ; for  both  the  2 and  the  7 may 
be  changed  infinitely,  provided  only  their  relativity 
be  preserved  : f has  now,  then,  taken  on  a certain 
qualitative  character,  inasmuch  as  its  quantitative  cha- 
racter— its  composing  Quanta — manifest  a certain  in- 
difference, in  having  become  susceptible  of  infinite 
change.  The  2 and  7 together,  then,  are  very  different 
from  Avhat  they  are  apart : the  passive,  inert,  quantita- 
tive limit  which  each,  as  2 or  as  7,  has,  is  sublated  into 
a certain  infinitude  ; their  value  seems  no  longer  merely 
quantitative,  and  of  the  nature  of  2 and  7 ; this  value, 
or  their  virtue,  seems  to  have  gone  over  into  a quali- 
tative drop,  the  qualitative  Being-for-self,  while  at  the 
same  time  quantitative  determinatenoss  seems  still  to 
be  preserved,  to  enter  as  moment,  as  the  Being-for-One. 
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Tlie  2 and  the  7 an  moments  iii  hict ; they  arc  no  longer 
2 and  7,  but  each  is  -what  it  is  as  in  the  relation,  and 
so  endlessly  variable.  That  tlie  virtue  here  is  quali- 
tative will  readily  appear,  when  it  is  recollected  that 
Quality  is  but  seyende  Bestiinintheit,  beent  Determi- 
nateness. The  beent  Dctenninatene.ss  which  is  here 
again  may  be  considered  of  an  infinite  nature,  as  it 
rests  on  an  infinite  relation,  or  on  Quanta  which  are  of 
an  infinite  character.  The  Quantitativity  of  2 as  of  7 
remains,  but  as  in  itself  qualitative,  seeing  that  each  is 
what  it  is  only  in  relation  to  another. 

. ‘ Such  fraction,  however,  is  no  perfect  expression  of 
Infinitude : the  finite  and  quantitative  character  of 
divisor,  dividend,  and  quotient — their  mutual  indif- 
ference and  externality  as  Quanta — are  too  obvious. 
Its  value  as  an  illustration  depends  wholly  on  the 
infinitude  which  comes  upon  its  Quanta  when  they 
cease  to  function  as  direct  or  immediate  Quanta, — on 
the  fact  that  Quaniiti/  seems  to  become  indifierent,  if 
the  Quality  but  remaui. 


‘ The  more  general  form  - might  appear,  so  far,  more 


eligible  as  an  expression  for  the  Infinite ; nevertheless, 
as  valueless  in  itself,  as  altogether  symboheal  and  de- 
pendent on  another,  it  is  quite  indifierent  and  external, 
and  .so  inapplicable  as  illustration  here. 

‘ The  relation  as  we  have  seen  it  in  the  fraction, 
then,  implies  these  two  characters  : fii-stly,  that  it  is 
Quantum ; secondly,  that  it  is  not  immediate  but 
mediate  Quantum,  or  that  it  implies  the  qualitative 
antithesis  (i.e.  a one  of  two,  a reflexion  into  self  from 
reflexion  to  other).  The  single  virtue  of  the  relation 
is  the  determinate  but  indifierent  thing  it  is,  beaiuse  it 
has  returned  out  of  its  otherwi.seness  (the  contraposed 
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numbers)  into  itself,  and  is  so  far  an  infinite.  In  other 
words,  it  is  the  secret  quality  that  2 has  to  7,  or  7 to 
2,  that  is  the  thing,  no  matter  what  quantitative 
amount  this  secret  quality  may  assume.  The  two 
characters  are  more  distinct  when  developed  in  the 
following  familiar  form. 

‘ The  fraction  ^ can  be  expressed  as  ‘285714  . . .,  — 

1 — a 

as  l-l-a-|-a“4a’4->  &c.  In  this  form,  the  fraction  is  as 
an  in/imte  series ; the  fraction  itself  is  called  the  Sum 
or  the  Jinite  exjjression  of  the  series.  These  terms 
were,  perhaps,  more  correct,  however,  if  converted. 
Comparing  the  two  expressions,  f on  the  one  side  of 
the  equation  and  its  decimal  expansion  on  the  other, 
and  so  with  the  other  fraction,  we  find  that  the  side 
which  is  the  expansion  or  infinite  series  expresses  the 
fraction  no  longer  as  relation,  but  as  Quantum,  as  an 
Amount,  as  a number  of  Quanta  which  add  themselves 
to  each  other.  That  the  Amount  consists  of  decimal 
fractions,  and  so  again  of  relations,  is  not  a consideration 
here  ; for  the  question  refers  wholly  to  the  Amount 
and  not  to  the  nature  of  the  Unity  concerned.  A 
number  consisting  of  several  places  of  figures  is  still 
an  Amount;  and  the  Unities  of  the  Amount  are  not 
required  to  be  considered  in  their  peculiarity  as  units 
of  the  general  decimal  system.  Nor  is  it  to  be  objected 
that  all  fractions  do  not,  like  f , jfield  an  infinite  decimal 
series ; for  everj’  fraction  may  be  expressed  as  a nume- 
rical system  of  another  unity  than  the  decimal  one. 

‘ In  the  expansion,  the  Infinitude  of  relation  has  disap- 
peared, then,  and  has  now  the  form  of  an  endless  series. 

‘ But  this  series  is  evidently  the  spurious  Infinite.  It  is 
the  contradiction  to  state  what  is  a relation  and  of  quali- 
tative nature  as  relation-less  and  mere  Quantum.  Thus, 
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carried  out  to  what  extent  it  may,  there  is  always  a 
minus : such  series  is  but  a SoUen,  a To-be-to ; a 
Beyond  that  is  ever  beyond  is  here  inevitable.  This 
is  the  permanent  contradiction  that  ensues  from  the 
attempt  to  express  what  is  qualitative  as  a quantitative 
amount. 

‘ The  inexactitude  is  liere  in  actuality,  which  is  only 
in  appearance  in  the  true  mathematical  Infinite.  Both 
in  mathematic  and  in  philosophy  the  two  Infinites,  True 
and  False,  are  to  be  carefully  discriminated.  In  spite 
both  of  some  early  and  of  some  recent  attempts,  infi- 
nite seiies  is  no  legitimate  or  necessary  expre.ssion  of 
the  true  Infinite.  Such  series  is  inferior  as  an  expres- 
sion even  to  the  fraction. 

‘ The  infinite  series  remains  a Sollen,  a To-be-to ; it 
expres.ses  not  what  it  is  to  express.  What  it  expre.sses 
is  burthened  with  a Beyond,  and  is  different  from  Avhat 
it  is  to  express.  It  is  infinite  as  incomplete,  and  reaches 
not  the  other  which  is  to  complete  it.  What  is  pro- 
perly there  is  a Finite,  and  stated  as  a Finite  : it  is — 
not  that — which  it  is  to  be.  The  finite  expression,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  sum,  is  without  deficiency.  It  has 
what  the  other  only  seeks.  The  Beyond  is  recalled 
from  flight.  What  it  is  and  is  to  be  are  unseparated 
and  the  same. 

‘ The  distinction  is  closer  this : — In  the  infinite  series 
the  negative  is  outside  of  what  is  stated,  as  that  is  only 
a part  of  the  amount  In  the  finite  e.rpression,  on 
the  contrar)%  a relation,  the  negativ'e  is  immanent  as 
the  determinedness  of  the  sides  of  the  relation  through 
one  another ; it  is  thus  as  returned  to  within  itself,  a 
self-referent  unity,  negation  of  the  negation  {both  sides 
being  but  moments) ; it  has  thus  the  character  of  infi- 
nitude within  itself.  The  finite  expression  is  thus  the 
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infinite  expression  ; the  sum  is  a relation.  The  infinite 
series  is  in  truth  sum,  no  relation,  but  an  aggregate. 
The  series,  then,  is  what  is  finite ; it  is  an  imperfect 
aggregate,  and  remains  defective ; it  is  determinate 
Quantum,  but  less  than  it  should  be.  What  fails  again 
is  also  a determinate  Quantum,  and  it  is  this  defi- 
ciency that  constitutes  what  is  infinite  in  the  series — 
tliis  in  the  formal  point  of  view  that  it  is  what  fails:, 
what  is  not,  a non-being ; in  real  meaning  and  value  it 
is  a determinate  Quantum.  Wliat  is,  only  with  what 
is  not,  constitutes  what  is  to  be  but  is  not  able  to  be. 
This  word  infinite,  even  in  the  case  of  the  series  so 
called,  is  to  common  opinion  something  high  and  holy ; 
such  opinion  is  but  supei-stition,  the  superstition  of 
understanding;  that  depends,  however,  only  on  a want. 
{Negative,  as  used  above,  has  reference  to  the  necessary 
negation  required  for  qualitative  distinctivity  or  deter- 
minateness. ‘ Formal  point  of  view  ’ — it  is  only  as 
regards  form  that  the  series  is  infinite,  that  what  fails 
is  always  not,  &c.) 

‘ It  may  be  remarked  that  there  are  infinite  series 
incapable  of  being  summed;  but  this  is  an  external 
and  contingent  circumstance  with  reference  to  the  form 
of  series  as  such.  These  involve  an  incommensura- 
bility, or  the  impossibihty  of  representing  the  implied 
quantitative  relation  as  a Quantum.  The  infinitude  of 
such  series  is  of  a higher  order  than  in  those  that  may 
be  summed  ; but  the  form  of  series  as  such  is  still,  even 
in  these  cases,  the  spurious  Infinite. 

‘ The  usual  metaphysical  Infinite,  and  not  the  true 
mathematical  Infinite,  it  is,  then,  which  ought  to  be 
called,  not  the  Absolute,  but  tlie  Relative  Infinite. 
There  must  be  a conversion  of  dignity  in  the.se  refer- 
ences. Wliat  cannot  sublate  its  other  is  Finite  ; what 
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has  sublated  this  other  and  united  it  to  itself  is  In- 
finite.* 


* For  the  sake  only  of  tho  illus- 
tration it  contains,  it  may  he  worth 
while  noticing  the  curious  attempt 
of  Thomas  Taylor,  in  his  ‘ Disser- 
tation on  Nullities,’  to  prove, 
through  expedients  which  are  at 
hottom  only  the  tpurwiia  Injimte, 
that  there  exist  ‘Nullities,’  ‘not 
Nothings,’  hut  ‘ infinitely  small 
quantities’  that  ‘belong  to,  with- 
out being  quantity,’  and  ‘have  a 
suhsi.stence  prior  to  number  and 
even  to  the  monad  itself.’  Such 
Nullities  arc  1—1,  2—2,  3 — .3,  &c. ; 
and  these,  in  order,  are  stated  by 
I’aylor  to  be  infinitely  small  quan- 
tities of  1,  of  2,  of  3,  &c.  Of  1 — 1, 
he  says,  it  ‘is  not  the  same  with  0, 
or,  in  other  words,  1 — 1 considered 
collectively,  or  as  one  thing,  is  not 
the  same  with  1 considered  as 
taken  from  one,  so  as  to  leave 
nothing.’  The  key-note  of  this 
Thomas  ‘ Taylor's  Theorem  ’ is, 

that  j i.s  equal  to  which, 

when  expanded,  becomes  1 — 1 + 
1 — 1,  -f  &e.  ad  iiifinitum.  Taylor, 
while  he  accepts  the-summation  of 
this  series  at  the  hands  of  the 
Mathematicians,  seems — for  he  is 
by  no  means  explicit— to  object  to 
these  gentli'men  that  they  are 
‘ very  far  from  suspecting  ’ that 
they  have  accomplished  at  the 
same  time  the  summation  of  the 
‘ infinite  Nullities.’  He,  for  his 
part,  however,  evidently  sees  very 
clearly  that,  1—1  being  0,  (1 — 1) 
-f  (1  — 1),  which  is  the  single 
charactcri.stic  and  constitutive  act 
of  the  series,  must  be  but  a sum- 
mation of  0 to  0 all  through  ; and 
consequently  that,  ns  this  summa- 
tion issues,  not  in  nothing,  but  in 


J,  1 — 1 is,  after  all,  not  a Nothing, 
but  a ‘Nullity,’ — a quantity  infi- 
nitely small.  Taylor  then  proceeds 
to  point  out — what  ‘ it  is  singular 
that  neitlier  Euler,  nor  any  other 
Mathematician,  should  have  consi- 
dered’-‘that  5=i-:pjqci’  3= 

^ ^ I l'3- 1’  short,  all 

fractions  whose  numerators  are 
Unity,  and  who.se  denominators  are 
distributed  into  Unities,  will,  when 
resolved  into  infinite  series.  Ire 
equal  to  this  same  1 — l-(-l — 1,  &c. 
infinitely.’  lie  does  not  on  that 
account,  however,  alter  his  original 
conclusion  that  ‘ the  sum  of  the 
infinite  nullities  is  J.’  Surely,  ne- 
vorlhele.s.s,  he  has  now  an  equal 
title  to  infer  that  this  same  sum  is 

i)  i>  4i  h ij 

ad  infinUum,  being  all  equal  to  the 
same  thing  and  consequently  to 
one  another,  surely  be  has  now  an 
equal  title  to  infer  that  2,  3,  4,  5, 
C,  7,  and  in  general  all  number  or 
numbers  w’hatever,  are  similarly 
equal  1 Another  instance  of  a like 
confusion  is  this;  ‘If  1—6,  in 
whatever  way  it  may  be  consi- 
dered, was  always  the  same  as  — 4, 
and  1—2  the  same  as  — 1,  then, 
since  —1  divided  by  — 4 is  equal 
to  3,  1 — 2 divided  by  1 — 6 would 
also  be  equal  to  | ; but  on  the  con- 
trarj’,  it  is  equal  to  the  infinite 
.series  1 -t-3-1-15-1-76,  &c.’  Taylor’s 
error  is  the  omission  to  perceive 
that  all  his  Infinites  are  ‘ spu- 
rious : ’ had  he  but  completed  them 
by  what  Hegel  names  the  ‘ defect,’ 
the  ‘ failing  determinate  Quantum,’ 
and  Euler — a few  pages  before  the 
one  cited  by  Taylor  himself — the 
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‘ It  is  ill  the  sense  of  these  fiiKliugs,  tliat  Spinoza 
opposes  the  notion  of  tlie  True  to  that  of  tlie  False 
Infinite,  and  illustrates  the  same  by  examples. 

‘ Spinoza  defines  the  Infinite  as  the  absolute  afiirnm- 
tion  of  the  existence  of  a nature  of  any  kind;  the 
Finite,  on  the  contrarj',  as  determinateness,  as  nega- 
tion. The  absolute  affirmation  of  an  existence  is  to  be 
taken,  namelj’,  as  Self -reference,  not  as  what  is  because 
another  is : the  Finite,  on  the  contrary,  is  the  negation,  a 
ceasing  as  mere  referentiality  to  another  that  out  of  it 
begins.  Absolute  affirmation  is  inadequate,  however, 
to  the  notion  of  the  Infinite;  which  is  not  immediate 
affinnation,  but  as  what  is  restored  through  reflexion 
of  the  other  into  itself,  or  as  negation  of  the  negative. 
But  the  substance  of  Spinoza  and  its  absolute  unity  are 
fixed  and  immovable  ; they  have  not  the  form  of  the 
self  with  self- mediating  unity ; they  possess  not  the 
notion  of  the  negative  unity  of  the  Self,  subjectivity. 


* remainder  ’ (which  remainder  in, 
in  the  casea  mentioned,  + 


1 


1 


^1  + 1 + 1’  + 1-5’ 

equal  reapectively,  +|,  +J,  +f, 

or— 18J),  he  would  have  found 


them  instantly  converted  into  the 
oripnal  relations,  and 

These  two  one-fourths  augijest  that, 
on  similar  reasoning,  Taylor  might 
have  declared  1 — 1-1-1  — 1,  &c.  = 
1 +.3-1-15-1-76,  &e. ; but  in  this  and 
in  the  other  eases,  absurdity  and 
confusion  disappear  directly  the 
fpttrimts  un-ended  is  ended  by  what 
it  tetmU — the  relative  remainder. 
Elsewhere  Taylor  — possibly,  in 
similar  cases,  Matbematicians  gene- 
rally—might  reflect  with  proUt  on 


the  Hegelian  distinction  between 
operating  (tbrougb  ‘ increase  ’ and 
‘ diminution  ’)  on  what  is  Quantity, 
and  on  what  is  Quantity  no  longer. 
Schoolboys,  with  a single  string’, 
produce,  by  passing  loop  through 
loop  and  tightening  loop  on  loop,  a 
very  suflicient  whip-cord,  which 
seems  to  consist  of  a scries  of  sulli- 
ciently  solid-looking  knots : one 
pull  at  the  tail  of  the  last  one, 
however,  and  the  whole  series 
vanishes  into  its  first  One,  the 
single  string.  Thus  Taylor's  series 
remained  solid  to  him  because  ho 
forgot  to  pull  the  tail,  the  remain- 
der. This  at  least  illustrates  what 
Hegel  bt  so  anxious  to  make  clear,  tbo 
tpuriuumeM  of  unended  I’riyre.vus 
regarded  as  an  Infinite,  and  -will, 
perhaps,  be  e.xcused  by  the  render. 
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‘ Spinoza’s  example  of  the  Infinite  is  the  space 
between  two  circles,  one  of  which,  without  touching, 
and  without  being  concentric,  is  contained  within  the 
other.  ‘ The  mathematicians,’  he  says,  ‘ demonstrate 
that  the  inequahties,  which  are  possible  in  such  a 
space,  are  infinite,  not  from  the  infinite  number  of  the 
parts,  for  its  magnitude  is  fixed  and  limited,  and  I can 
assume  such  spaces  as  greater  and  smaller,  but  be- 
cause the  nature  of  the  thing  itself  exceeds  every  deter- 
minateness.’ This  infinite  of  Spinoza,  then,  is  present 
and  complete,  not  any  unended  number  or  series  ; the 
space,  in  his  example,  is  limited,  but  it  is  infinite 
because  ‘ the  nature  of  the  tiling  itself  exceeds  every 
determiuateness,’  because  the  magnitude  contained  in 
it  cannot  be  expressed  as  a Quantum.  The  infinite  of 
a series  he  names  the  infinite  of  the  imagination ; that 
again  which  is  self-referent,  the  infinite  of  thought,  or 
infinitum  actu.  The  latter  is  actually  infinite,  be- 
cause it  is  complete  within  itsedf  and  present.  The 
other  has  no  actuality,  something  fails  it.  The  f or 

— is,  like  Spinoza’s  space,  so  far  finite,  and  can  be 
1— a 

assumed  as  greater  or  smaller ; but  it  admits  not  of 
the  absurdity  of  a greater  or  less  Infinite  ; for  this 
Quantum  of  tlie  whole  affects  not  the  relation  of  its 
moments,  ‘ the  nature  of  the  thing,’  tliat  is,  the  quali- 
tative determination  of  the  magnitude.  Wliat  in  the 
infinite  series  is  there  is  not  only  a finite  Quantum,  but, 
moreover,  a defective  one.  Imagination  chngs  to  the 
Quantum  as  such,  and  reflects  not  on  the  qualitative 
peculiarity  which  constitutes  the  reason  of  the  existent 
incommensurability. 

‘This  incommensurability — tliat  of  Spinoza’s  example 
— comprehends  within  it  the  functions  of  curved  lines, 
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and  brings  us  nearer  to  the  true  mathematical  infinite 
which  is  connected  with  such  functions  and  with  the 
functions  of  variable  magnitudes  in  general. 

‘ In  ^ both  numerator  and  denominator,  as  we  have 
seen,  are,  in  a certain  manner,  infinitely  variable ; 

^ again  is  infinitely  variable  in  a still  more  unrestricted 

sense : if  m the  functions  of  variable  quantities,  then, 
X and  y are  to  be  distinguislied  from  such  quantities 
as  2,  7,  a,  b,  &c.,  the  principle  of  distinction  must 
rest  on  something  else  than  variableness  as  such  or 
in  general.  Variable  quantity,  then,  as  an  expres- 
sion that  is  to  be  specifically  distinctive,  is  extremely 
vague,  and,  at  the  same  time,  very  badly  chosen  for 
characters  of  quantity  which  have  their  interest  and 
their  principle  of  operation  in  something  quite  else 
than  their  mere  variableness. 

‘ In  f the  2 and  the  7 are,  each  of  them,  a fixed 
independent  Quantum,  and  any  co-reference  or  con- 


nexion is  not  essential  to  them. 


too,  both  a 


and  b are  such  quanta  as  are  supposed  to  remain  the 
quanta  which  they  are  apart  from,  and  independent  of, 


the  relation. 


Moreover,  f and 


a 

b 


have  fixed  quotients ; 


the  relation  constitutes  an  amount  of  unities,  the 
denominator  corresponding  to  the  latter  and  the 
numerator  to  the  former.  To  express  it  otherwise, 
whatever  change  is  made  on  the  2 and  the  7 (as 
into  4 and  14,  &c.),  the  relation  as  Quantum  remains 
the  same.  This  is  all  changed,  however,  in  the  function 
2 

■L  =.  »,  for  example.  Here  x and  y represent  variable 

X 

Quanta  capable  of  receiving  determinate  values ; but 
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it  is  not  on  x and  y,  but  on  x and  y,  that  the  quotient 
depends.  That  is,  x and  y are  not  only  variable,  but 
their  relation  is  no  fixed  quantum  but  as  a quantum 
also  absolutely  variable.  The  reason  of  this  peculiar 
variableness  of  the  quotient  is,  that  the  relation  is  not 
of  one  quantity  to  another,  but  of  one  quantity  to  the 
square  of  another.  This  introduction  of  a power  into 
the  relation  is  the  circumstance  to  be  regarded  as  the 
fundamental  determination:  the  relation  of  a magnitude 
to  a power  is  no  quantum,  but  essentially  a qualitative 
relation. — Now  in  such  functions  as  that  of  the  straight 


line,  the  relation  does  not  concern  a power ; — = a 

y 


contains  a fraction  quite  similar  to 


a 

V 


the  fraction  is 


an  ordinary  one,  the  quotient  an  ordinary  one  : such 
functions,  therefore,  are  only  formally  functions  of 
variable  quantities,  and  have  not  that  character  to 
which  the  principle  of  the  Calculus  applies.  In  view 
of  the  specific  difference  which  we  have  here  so 
strongly  before  us,  it  would  have  been  proper  to 
have  introduced  for  the  functions  named  variable 
not  only  a specific  name,  but  specific  signs  also,  and 
different  from  those  of  the  usual  unknown  quantities 
in  algebra.  It  is  to  fail  to  see  the  peculiarity  of  the 
Calculus  and  the  need  from  which  it  sprung,  that 
there  should  be  included  within  its  matter  such  func- 
tions as  those  of  the  firet  degree.  It  is  right  to 
complete  the  generalisation  of  a method,  but  it  is  a 
misunderstanding  here  so  to  leave  the  specific  differ- 
ence out  of  view  that  the  interest  *of  the  science 
seems  to  concern  variable  quantities  in  general. 
!Much  formalism  of  consideration  and  of  operation 
Avould  have  been  spared,  had  it  been  seen  that  what 
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was  in  que.«tiou  was  not  quantitative  variableness  as 
sucli,  but  relations  to  Powei*s. 

‘ But,  in  addition  to  this,  there  is  another  peculiarity 
that  distinguishes  the  mathematical  Infinite.  In  the 

relation  , the  w and  the  x have  still  the  force  and  tlie 

X 

value  of  Quanta ; but  this  force  and  value  disap- 
pear in  the  Infinitely  Small  Diflerences.  dy  are 
no  longer  Quanta,  nor  do  they  represent  Quanta ; they 
have  meaning  only  in  connexion,  a seme  only  as 
Monient'i.  They  are  no  longer  Something  in  the  sense 
of  a Quantum,  they  are  not  finite  differences ; but 
they  are  not  nothing,  not  indeterminate  zero.  Apart 
from  their  relation  they  are  zeros,  but  they  are  to  be 
taken  only  as  moments  of  the  relation,  as  determina- 
tions of  the  Differential  Coefficient  ~ . 

% 

‘ In  this  notion  of  the  Infinite,  Quantmn  is  veritably 
perfected  into  a qualitative  There-being  (specific  exist- 
ence) : it  is  in  enqMcit  position  as  actually  mfiuite  ; it  is 
sublatcd  not  only  as  this  or  that  Quantum,  but  as  Quan- 
tum in  general.  Quantitative  specificity  remains,  how- 
ever, as  Element  of  Quanta,  as  principle  ; it  is  Quanta 
and  quantitative  specificity,  as  some  one  has  also  said, 
in  their  Jirst  Notion. 

‘ Against  this  notion  is  it  that  aU  attacks,  bearing  on 
the  fundamental  principle  of  the  Calculus,  have  been 
directed.  The  misapprehensions  of  mathematicians 
themselves  in  this  connexion  occasioned  these.  Gene- 
rally they  have  been  unable  to  justify  their  object  tis 
notion  ; but  this  notion  cannot  be  evaded ; for  here 
it  is  not  finite  determinateness  that  is  concerned ; 
rather  on  this  field  such  determinatenesses  are  con- 
verted into  identity  mth  their  opposites,  just  as  curved 
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lines  arc  converted  into  straight,  the  circle  into  the 
polygon,  &c.  The  operations  of  the  Calculus,  then,  are 
entirely  contradictory  to  the  nature  of  finite  values  and 
their  connexions,  and  should  have  their  justification 
only  in  the  Notion. 

‘ That,  as  vanishing,  these  infinite  differences  should 
have  been  conceived  as  a middle-state  between  Some- 
thing and  Nothing,  was  an  error.  This  has  been 
aheady  discussed  on  occasion  of  the  Category  of  Be- 
coming in  Remark  4.  A state  is  a contingent  and 
external  affection  ; it  is  tlie  disappearing,  the  Becoming, 
— that  is,  the  truth. 

‘ What  is  infinite,  it  has  been  further  said,  is  incapable 
of  comparison  as  a greater  or  a less  ; a relation  of 
infinite  to  infinite,  orders  or  dignities  of  the  infinite — 
distinctions  which  are  spoken  of  in  the  science  itself — 
are  therefore  not  legitimate.  The  conception  of  Quanta 
and  of  the  comparison  of  Quanta  in  relation  still  under- 
lies tliis  objection.  But  rather,  it  should  be  said,  what 
is  only  in  relation  is  no  Quantum.  A Quantum  is 
what  esm  have  its  own  indifferent,  independent  existence 
apart  from  the  relation — what,  therefore,  is  indifferent 
to  its  distinction  from  another.  W^hat  is  qualitative, 
again,  is  that  which  it  is  only  in  its  distinction  from 
aTi other.  In  this  sense,  these  infinite  magnitudes  are 
not  only  capable  of  comparison,  but  they  are  only  as 
moments  of  comparison,  of  relation. 

‘ If  we  examine  now  the  chief  mathematical  views  of 
this  Infinite,  we  shall  find  that  they  all  imply  the 
same  thought  of  the  thing  itself  (which  we  have  just 
expressed),  but  not  fully  expiscated  as  notion,  and 
that  they  are  driven  to  expedients  in  the  application  at 
variance  with  the  stricter  principle. 

‘ The  thought  caimot  be  more  correctly  determined 
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than  Newton  has  given  it ; that  is,  the  conceptions  of 
movement  and  velocity  (whence  jluxion)  being  with- 
drawn as  burthening  the  thought  with  inessential  forms 
and  interfering  with  its  due  abstraction.  Newton  says 
of  these  fluxions  (Princ.  Mathem.  Phil.  Nat.,  lib.  i. 
lemma  xi.  Schol.)  that  he  understands  by  them  disap- 
pearing Divisibles,  not  Indivvdbles — a form  belonging 
to  Cavalleri  and  others,  and  implying  the  notion  of  a 
Quantum  determined  in  itself;  further  not  sums  and 
relations  of  definite  parts,  but  the  Limits  of  sums  and 
relations.  It  may  be  objected  that  vanishing  quan- 
tities have  no  last  relation,  because  what  is  before  their 
disappearance  is  not  a last,  and  after,  there  is  nothing. 
But  the  relation  of  such  magnitudes  is  to  be  conceived 
not  before  they  disappear  and  not  after ; it  is  the  re- 
lation with  which  they  disappear  (quacum  evanescunt). 
So  of  magnitudes  that  become,  the  first  relation  is  that 
with  which  they  become. 

‘ Newton  now  proceeds  to  explain  what  is  to  be  im- 
dcrstood  by  such  and  such  an  expression : this  belongs 
to  the  scientific  method  of  the  time,  and  has  no  foun- 
dation in  the  truth  of  things.  The  notion,  which  is  in 
itself  necessary,  being  demonstrated,  any  explanation 
of  what  is  to  be  understood  becomes  superfluous  as 
mere  historical  demand  or  subjective  presumption. 
But  Newton’s  words  apply  plainly  to  the  notion  as 
here  demonstrated.  We  have  quantities  which  dis- 
appear or  are  no  longer  Quanta ; and  we  have  relations, 
not  of  definite  parts,  but  relations  which  are  limits 
of  relation.  Not  only  the  Quanta  or  sides  of  the  re- 
lation disappear,  but  the  relation  itself  so  far  as  it  is 
Quantum.  The  limit  of  a quantitative  relation  is  that 
in  wliich  it  both  is  and  is  not,  or,  more  accurately, 
that  in  which  the  Quantum  has  disappeared,  and  there 
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remains  the  relation  only  as  qualitative  relation  of 
quantity,  and  its  sides  similarly  as  qualitative  moments 
of  quantity.  Ultimate  magnitudes,  Indivisibles,  how- 
ever, are  not  to  be  inferred  from  an  ultimate  rela- 
tion of  vanishing  magnitudes.  This  were  to  deviate 
again  from  the  abstract  relation  to  such  sides  of  it  as 
should  be  supposed  to  possess  a value  apart  from  their 
co-reference,  per  se,  as  Indivisibles — as  something  that 
were  a one,  relation-less. 

‘ The  last  relations,  he  m-ges,  are  not  relations  of  last 
magnitudes,  but  limits,  to  which  the  relations  of  the 
infinitely  decreasing  magnitudes  are  neai'er  than  any 
given,  that  is  to  say,  finite,  difference  : the  limit  more- 
over is  not  exceeded,  to  the  production  of  nothing. 
Last  magnitudes  were  indeed  Indivisibles,  or  Ones.  In 
the  last  relation,  however,  any  indifferent  one  that 
were  without  relation,  as  well  as  finite  Quantum,  dis- 
appears. Hero,  however,  conceptions  of  infinite  de- 
crease (which  Is  only  the  infinite  Progressus)  as 
weU  as  of  divisibility,  have  no  longer  any  immediate 
sense,  if  the  notion  of  a quantitative  element,  which 
is  only  moment  of  a relation,  be  held  fast  in  its 
purity. 

‘As  regards  the  continuance  of  the  relation  in  the 
disappearance  of  the  Quanta,  there  is  to  be  found 
(elsewhere  as  in  Carnot,  ‘ E«iff  exions  sur  la  Meta- 
physique du  Calcul  Infinittisimal  ’)  the  expression  that 
by  virtue  of  the  law  of  continuity  the  vanishing  magni- 
tudes still  retain  the  relation  (or  ratio)  from  which 
they  spring,  before  they  vanish.  Tliis  conception  ex- 
presses the  true  nature  of  the  thing,  so  far  as  not  that 
continuity  of  Quantum  is  understood  which  it  has  in 
the  infinite  progress,  that  is,  so  to  continue  itself  in 
its  disappearance  that  in  the  Beyond  of  itself  there 
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arises  again  only  a finite  Quantum,  oul}^  a new  term  of 
the  series ; a continuous  progress  is  always  so  con- 
ceived, that  the  values  are  gone  through,  which  then 
arc  still  finite  Quanta.  In  the  continuity  of  the  true 
infinite,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  the  relation  that  is 
continuous-,  it  is  so  continuous  that  it  rather  wholly 
consists  in  this,  to  isolate  the  relation  alone,  and  to 
abolish  any  element  that  is  not  the  relation,  any 
Quantum  which  as  side  of  the  relation  were  to  be  sup- 
posed to  remain  Quantum  apart  from  the  relation. 
This  purification  of  the  quantitative  relation  is  the 
same  thing  as  what  is  meant  by  an  empirical  existence 
of  any  kind  being  comprehended  in  its  notion  (begriflen). 
Such  existence  in  such  case  is  raised  beyond  its  own 
self  in  such  wise  that  its  notioir  contains  the  same 
characterising  constituents  as  it  itself,  but  taken  up  in 
their  essentiality  and  into  the  unity  of  the  notion,  in 
which  they  have  lost  their  indilferent,  notionless  sub- 
sistence. 

‘ Newton’s  generative  magnitudes  or  pi'inciples  are 
equally  interesting.  A generated  magnitude  (genita) 
is  a product  or  quotient,  rectangles,  squares,  or  sides 
of  these, — in  general  a finite  magnitude.  “ Such  being 
considered  as  variable,  as  in  continual  movement  and 
flux,  increasing  and  decreasing,  he  understands  b)^  the 
name  of  moments  their  momentary  Increments  or 
Decrements.  These,  however,  are  not  to  be  taken 
as  particles  of  a definite  magnitude  (particulm  fiiiitie). 
Such  were  not  themselves  moments,  but  niagnitudes 
generated  out  of  moments  ; what  is  to  be  undei-stood  is 
rather  the  Principles  or  Beginnings  (Elements)  of  finite 
magnitudes.”  Here  the  Quantum  is  distinguished  from 
itself,  or  how  it  is  as  product  or  there-beent,  and  how  in 
its  Becoming,  in  its  Beginning  and  Principle,  that  is  to 
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say,  in  its  notion,  or  what  is  here  the  same  thing,  in 
its  qualitative  characterisation : in  the  latter  the  quan- 
titative differences,  the  infinite  increments  or  decre- 
ments, are  only  moments;  only  what  is  become  is 
that  which  has  gone  over  into  the  exteniality  and 
indifference  of  There-being,  the  Quantum.  If,  on  the 
one  side,  such  conceptions  are  to  be  acknowledged  to 
imply  the  tnie  notion,  on  the  other  side  these  forms 
of  increments,  &c.,  are  to  be  seen  to  fall  within  the 
category  of  the  immediate  Quantum  and  of  the  Pro- 
gresses, and  to  constitute  the  fundamental  vice  in  the 
method — the  pennanent  obstacle  to  the  isolation  into 
its  purity  of  tlie  qualitative  moment  m quantity  in  con- 
tradistinction to  the  usual  Quantum. 

‘ The  conception  of  infinitely  small  magnitudes^ 
which,  however,  is  contained  impliciter  in  the  Incre- 
ments and  Decrements  themselves,  is  very  inferior  to 
the  above  determinations.  These  are  described  as  such, 
that  not  only  they  themselves  hi  comparison  with  finite 
magnitudes,  but  their  higher  ordem  in  comparison 
with  their  lower,  and  even  the  products  of  several 
in  comparison  with  a single  one,  may  be  neglected. 
This  call  to  neglect  is  more  strikingly  prominent  with 
Leibnitz  than  with  others  who  preceded  liim.  This 
call  it  is  which,  if  it  has  won  facihty  for  the  Calculus, 
, has  also  given  to  its  operations  an  appearance  of 
inexactitude  and  express  inaccuracy.  Wolf,  in  his 
way  of  making  things  popular,  that  is  to  say,  of 
making  turbid  the  notion  and  of  setting  in  its  place 
incorrect  sensuous  conceptions,  has  sought  to  render 
this  neglect  intelligible  by  such  examples  as,  in  taking 
the  height  of  a mountain  the  calculation  is  not  affected, 
if  a particle  of  sand  be  blown  away  the  while ; nor 
does  the  neglect  of  the  height  of  the  house  or  tower 
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interfere  with  tlie  accuracy  of  the  calculations  of  lunar 
eclipses. 

‘ If  the  fair  play  of  Common  Sense  accept  such 
inexactitude,  all  geometricians  unite  to  reject  the  con- 
ception. In  such  a science  as  Mathematic  there  can 
be  no  question  of  empirical  exactitude;  its  mensura- 
tion, whether  by  operations  of  the  Calculus  or  by 
constructions  in  Geometry,  is  quite  different  from  that 
of  empirical  lines  and  figures,  as  in  Land-surveying. 
Proofs  from  elsewhere,  besides,  establish  that  there  is 
no  question  of  a less  or  more  of  accuracy,  while  it  is 
self-evident  at  the  same  time  that  an  absolutely  exact 
result  cannot  issue  from  a process  that  were  incor- 
rect. Then,  on  the  other  side,  the  process  itself 
cannot  do  without  this  neglect  — despite  its  protesta- 
tions that  what  it  neglects  is  of  no  account.  And  this 
is  the  difficulty,  tliis  is  what  requires  to  be  made  in- 
telligible, and  any  appearance  of  absurdity  in  it  re- 
moved. 

‘Euler,  in  adopting  Newton’s  general  definition, 
would,  in  considering  the  relations  of  the  Licrements, 
regard  the  Infinite  Difference  as  zero.  (Institut.  Calc. 
Different.,  P.  I.,  c.  iii.)  IIow  we  are  to  understand 
this,  lies  in  the  foregoing : the  difference,  if  zero  quan- 
titatively, is  not  so  qualitatively ; it  is  no  zero,  but  a 
pure  moment  in  the  relation.  It  is  no  difference  by  so 
much ; yet,  again,  it  seems  strange  to  characterise  what 
is  infinitely  small,  as  increment  or  decrement  or  differ- 
ence ; and  such  external  arithmetical  operation  really 
seems  performed,  addition  or  subtraction,  in  that,  as 
regaixls  the  finite  magnitude  present  from  the  first, 
something  is  added  to  it,  or  taken  from  it.  It  is  to  be 
said,  however,  that  the  transition  from  the  function  of 
the  Variable  to  its  Differential,  must  be  regarded  as  of 
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quite  a difTorcnt  nature,  namely  (as  already  determined), 
as  a reduction  of  tlie  finite  function  to  the  qualitative 
relation  of  its  quantitative  elements.  Again  the  diffi- 
culty reappears  when  the  increments  are  called  zeros  ; 
for  a zero  has  no  determinatcne.ss,  and  seems  insuscepti- 
ble of  the  relation  still  attributed.  Conception  here  has 
correctly  reached  the  negative  of  the  Quantum,  but 
does  not  hold  it  fast,  nevertlieless,  in  its  positive  value 
of  quahtative  determinations  of  quantity,  which,  isolated 
from  the  relation  and  taken  as  Quanta,  are  zeros. — 
Lagrange  (Tln^orie  des  Fonct.  Analyt.,  Introd.)  remarks 
of  Limits  or  ultimate  Eatios,  that  though  we  can  very’ 
Avell  conceive  the  ratio  of  two  magnitudes  so  long  as 
they  remain  finite,  we  can  form  no  clear  or  distinct 
notion  of  this  ratio  so  soon  as  its  terms  have  become 
zero.  In  eflect,  the  understanding  must  traii.scend  tliis 
merely  negative  side  with  respect  to  the  terms  of  tlie 
ratio  being  null  as  Quanta,  and  take  them  up  {xisitively 
as  quahtative  moments.  What  Euler  says  further  as 
regards  zeros  that  are  yet  relations,  and  so  to  be  other- 
wise expressed  than  zeros,  cannot  be  considered  satis- 
factory. lie  seeks  to  support  this  on  the  difference 
between  arithmetical  and  geometrical  ratios.  In  the 
arithmetical  there  is  no  difference  between  0 and  0 ; 
in  the  geometrical,  however,  if  2 : 1 = 0 : 0,  then 
proportion  is  such,  that  the  first  0 is  twice  the  second. 
In  common  arithmetic,  too,  n.0  = 0,  i.e.  n t 1 ::0  : 0. 
But  just  by  this  that  2 : 1 or  n 1 is  a relation  of 
Quanta,  there  cannot  correspond  to  it  any  relation  or 
expression  of  0 : 0. 

‘ In  the  instances  given,  the  veritable  notion  of  the 
Infinite  is  really  implied  then,  but  it  is  not  stamped 
out  and  taken  up  in  its  specific  detemiinateness.  It  is 
not  to  be  expected,  then,  that  the  operation  ean  prove 
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.satisfactory.  Tlic  true  notion  is  not  there  kept  in 
view ; finite  Quantum  intrudes ; and  the  conception 
of  a merely  relatively  small  cannot  be  dispensed  with. 
What  is  infinite  has  still  to  submit  to,  and  is  suscep- 
tible of,  the  usual  arithmetical  operations,  addition,  &c. ; 
and  is  thus  so  far  finite.  Justification,  then,  is  required 
for  such  duplicity  of  view  which  would  consider  iuliuite 
magnitudes  now  as  increments  or  chflerences,  and  again 
neylect  them  as  Quanta,  immediately  after  having  ap- 
phed  to  them  the  forms  and  laws  of  Quanta,  of  what 
is  finite. 

‘ There  have  been  many  attempts  to  remove  these 
difiiculties ; I adduce  the  most  important. 

‘ It  has  been  sought  to  procure  for  the  Calculus  the 
evidence  of  the  Geometrical  method  proper  and  the 
rigour  of  the  ancient  demonstration — expressions  of 
Tjagrange.  But  the  principle  of  the  one  being  higher 
than  that  of  the  other,  renunciation  must  be  made  of 
that  sort  of  Evidence,  just  as  Philosophy  has  no  preten- 
sions to  that  plainness  which  the  Sciences  of  what  is 
.sensuous  (Natural  History,  &c.)  possess,  and  as  eating 
and  drinking  are  a much  more  intelligible  business 
than  thinking  and  comprehending.  As  for  the  rigour 
of  demonstration — 

‘ Some  have  endeavoured  altogether  to  dispense  with 
the  notion  of  the  Infinite.  Lagrange  mentions  Landen’s 
method  as  a pure  analytic  process  that,  without  any 
infinitely  small  diflerences,  assumes,  first  of  all,  various 
values  of  the  variables,  and  sets  them  equal  in  the 
sequel.  He  decides  that  the  advantages  proper  of  the 
Ctdculus — simplicity  of  method  and  ease  of  operation — 
arc  thus  lost.  There  is  something  here  coirespondiug 
to  tliat,  from  which  Descartes’  method  of  Tangents 
l)rocecds.  This  process,  on  the  whole,  belongs  to 
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another  sphere  of  mathematical  treatment  than  the 
method  of  the  Calculus ; and  the  pecuharity  of  the 
simple  relation  to  which  the  actual  concrete  interest 
reduces  itself — that  is,  the  simple  relation  of  the  de- 
rived to  the  original  function — is  not  made  sufficiently 
prominent. 

‘Many,  as  Fermat,  Barrow,  Leibnitz,  Euler,  and 
others,  have  always  openly  believed  themselves  war- 
ranted to  omit  the  products  of  infinite  diflercuces,  as 
well  as  their  higher  powers,  only  on  the  ground  that 
they  disappear  relatively  to  the  lower  order.  On  this 
alone  rests  with  them  the  fundamental  position,  that  is, 
the  determination  of  what  is  the  dilTerential  of  a pro- 
duct or  a power,  for  to  this  the  tchole  theoretical  doctrine 
reduces  itself.  Wliat  remains  is  partly  mechanism  of 
development,  but  partly  again  application ; which  latter, 
as  will  appear  again,  constitutes  in  effect  the  higher,  or 
rather  only  interest.  As  regards  what  is  before  us, 
the  elementary  instances  may  be  worth  mentioning, 
that,  for  the  same  reason  of  unimportance,  it  is  assumed 
that  the  Elements  of  Cuia^es,  namely,  the  increments 
of  the  Absciss  and  of  the  Ordinate,  have  to  one  another 
the  relation  of  the  Subtangent  and  of  the  Ordinate  ; 
with  the  view  of  obtaining  similar  triangles,  the  arc, 
which  forms  to  the  two  increments  the  third  side  of 
a triangle,  formerly  rightly  named  the  characteristic 
triangle,  is  regarded  as  a straight  line,  as  part  of  the 
Tangent,  and  withal  the  increment  extending  to  the 
Tangent  These  assumptions  raise  these  forms,  on  the 
one  hand,  above  the  nature  of  finite  magnitudes ; on 
the  other  hand,  again,  there  is  applied  to  the  moments 
named  infinite  a process  that  is  valid  only  of  finite 
magnitudes,  and  hi  which  nothing  can  be  neglected 
because  of  its  unimportance.  The  difficulty  under 
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which  tlic  method  labours  appears  in  such  procedure 
in  its  full  force. 

‘ An  ingenious  artifice  of  Newton  to  get  rid  of  the 
unnecessary  terms  in  finding  the  Differentials,  may 
here  be  mentioned.  He  (Priiic.  Math.  Phil.  Nat.,  lib. 
ii.  lemma  ii.  post  propos.  vii.)  finds  the  Differential 
of  the  product  in  the  follomng  way.  The  product, 
when  X,  y are  taken,  each  of  them  smaller  by  the  half 


of  its  infinite  Difference,  passes  into  — ^ 


2 


+ 


; and  when  x,  y are  taken  greater  by  the  same 


amount,  into  a-y  + The  first  pro- 

duct now,  being  taken  from  the  second,  there  remains 
over  xdy+ydx,  and  this  remainder  Newton  wishes 
us  to  regard  as  the  excess  of  the  increase  by  a whole 
dx  and  dy,  for  this  excess  is  the  difference  of  the 
two  products ; it  is  therefore  the  Differential  of  xy. 
In  this  process  we  see  that  the  troublesome  term,  the 
product  of  tlie  two  infinite  Differences,  dxdy,  neutra- 
lises itself.  But,  the  name  of  Newton  notwithstanding, 
we  must  venture  to  say  that  this — certainly  very  ele- 
mentary— operation  is  nevertheless  incorrect ; it  is 

incorrect  that  + (y+ y)"  y) 

= {x+dx)  {yjf-dy)—xy.  It  can  only  be  the  pressing 
necessity  of  establishing  an  interest  of  such  importance 
as  the  Calculus  of  Fluxions,  which  could  bring  a 
Newton  to  palm  on  himself  the  deception  of  such  a 
proof.’ 

It  must  be  admitted  that  Hegel  has  succeeded  here 
in  striking  hb  harpoon  into  that  vast  whale  Newton. 
I dare  say,  by  this  time,  however,  even  a Newton  may 
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submit  to  curry  the  mark.t  of  a Ilcgel.  It  is  possible 
that  some  readers  may  fail  to  see  at  once  what  Hegel, 
nevertheless,  means  here ; and  they  may  be  disposed 
to  ask,  where  does  Hegel  get  this  (^  + (/.r)  {y  + dy)—a-ij 
of  his  ? That  the  equation  said  to  be  incorrect  is 
really  iucoiTect,  is  evident  by  inspection,  or,  at  all 
events,  on  eflecting  the  expansion;  in  which  case  it 
is  seen  that  the  equation  in  question  amounts  to  a set- 
ting equal  oi  xdy+ydx  to  xdy-\-ydx-^dxdy,  a result 
self-evidently  false.  But  then  this  is  just  the  reverse 
of  what  Newton  does  : Newton  proposes  no  such  equa- 
tion— and  the  question  recurs,  what  does  Hegel  mean  ? 
— where  does  he  get  this  equation  ? — and  why  does 
he  saddle  it  on  Newton  ? The  answer  is  simple : 
Hegel’s  {x  + dx)  {y  + dy)-xy  is  the  usual  way  (the 
ordinary  u'  — m)  in  or  by  which  differentiation  is  in- 
troduced. Or  to  state  it  better  — though  the  previous 
statement  will  probably  prove  useful  to  some  readers— 
Hegel’s  Expression  is  what  Newton  says  his  is, — “ the 
excess  of  the  increase  by  a whole  dx  and  dy,”  If  it 
was  clever  in  Newton  thus  .slyly  to  fling  out  the  im- 
portunate tail,  it  is  certainly  much  cleverer  in  Hegel 
thus  more  slyly  to  fling  it  back  again. 

‘ Other  forms  employed  by  Newton  in  the  derivation 
of  the  Differential  are  rendered  impure  by  the  concrete 
adjuncts  of  Motion,  &c.  The  introduction  of  the  serial 
form,  too,  brings  a temptation  to  speak  of  attaining 
ichat  accuracy  we  please  and  to  neglect  what  is  rela- 
tively unimportant,  &c.,  not  always  to  be  resisted  : it 
is  thus  that,  in  his  method  of  resolving  equations  of 
the  higher  degrees  by  approximation,  he  leaves  out 
of  consideration  the  higher  powers  -which  arise  by  the 
substitution  into  tlie  equation  of  each  new-found  but 
still  inexact  value,  for  the  clumsy  reason  of  their 
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smallness ; {vide  Lagrange,  Equations  Xumeriques, 
p.  125.) 

‘ The  blunder  into  which  Newton,  in  the  resolution 
of  a problem,  by  the  omission  of  higher  powers  which 
were  essential,  fell,  which  blunder  gave  his  enemies 
the  opportunity  of  a triumph  of  their  method  over  his, 
and  of  which  Lagrange  (Theorie  des  Fonct.  Analyt., 
3eme  P.,  ch.  iv.)  has  demonstrated  the  true  origin, 
proves  the  formality  and  uncertainty  which  still  existed 
in  the  employment  of  said  instrument.  Lagrange 
shows  that  Newton  threw  out  the  very  term  which — 
for  the  problem  in  hand — wa.s  wanted.  Newton  had 
erred  from  adhering  to  the  formal  and  superficial  prin- 
ciple of  omission  because  of  relative  snnUlness.  It  is 
known,  namely,  that  in  Mechanic  a particular  import 
is  attached  to  the  terms  of  the  series  in  which  the 
function  of  a motion  is  developed,  so  that  the  first 
term  or  the  first  function  relates  to  the  moment  of 
velocity,  the  second  to  the  accelerating  force,  and  the 
third  to  the  resistance  of  forces.  The  terms  of  this 
series  are  thus  not  to  be  regarded  as  only  parts  of  a 
sum,  but  as  qualitative  moments  of  a whole  of  the 
notion.  The  omission  of  the  remaining  terms  which 
belong  to  the  pseudo-infinite  series  acejuires  here  a 
wholly  different  sense  from  the  omission  because  of 
their  relative  smallness.*  Newton’s  error  arose,  then, 

tion  x=Jl ; this  developed  arf 
/(<  + 3)  gives 

The  space,  then,  appeals  in  the 
fomnda. 

The  motion  by  means  of  which 


* ‘ Both  considerations  fi.e.  the 
qualitative  and  the  quantitative) 
are  found  very  simply  hesido  each 
other  in  the  application  by  I.ji- 
grango  of  the  Theory  of  Functions 
to  Mechanic  (Theorie  des  Fonc., 
36me  F.,  ch.  i.,  art.  4).  Tlie  space 
described  considered  as  function 
of  the  time  elapsed  gives  the  equa- 
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from  not  attending  to  that  term  which  possessed  the 
qualitative  value  sought. 

‘ In  this  e.Kample,  it  is  the  qualitative  seme  on  which 
the  process  is  made  to  depend.  In  agreement  here- 
with the  general  declaration  may  at  once  be  made, 
that  the  whole  difficulty  of  the  Principle  would  be  at 
once  removed  if — instead  of  the  fonnalism  which 
places  the  determination  of  the  Differential  only  in — 
what  gives  it  its  name — the  problem  to  find  the  dif- 
ference of  a function  from  the  alteration  it  undergoes 
when  its  vai'iable  magnitude  has  received  au  increase — 
the  qualitative  import  of  the  principle  were  assigned, 
and  the  operation  made  dependent  thereon.  In  this 
sense  the  Differential  of  of  manifests  itself  to  be  cora- 


thig  gpace  is  described,  is,  it  is  said, 
ihrrefore,  that  is  to  say,  because  the 
analytic  development  gives  several 
— rather  an  infinite  number  of 
terms,  — composed  of  several  par- 
tial motions,  of  which  the  spaces, 
correspondent  to  the  time,  will  ho 

sA  %f"t,  &c. 

Tlie  first  partial  motion  is,  in 
known  motion,  the  formally  uni- 
form one  with  a velocity  designated 
by  f't,  the  smmd  the  uniformly 
accelerated  one  which  derives  from 
an  accelerating  force  proportioned 
to  f"t.  “As  now  the  remaining 
terms  relate  to  no  simple  knoten 
motion,  it  is  nmteeessary  to  take 
them  specially  irdo  consideration, 
and  we  will  show  that  they  may  be 
abstracted  from  in  the  determina- 
tion of  the  motion  at  the  beginning 
of  the  time-point.”  This  is  now 
shoim,  but  shown  only  by  the  com- 
fmrison  of  this  said  series  {all  the 
terms  of  which  should  belong  to 


the  doterminatioD  of  the  magnitude 
of  the  space  described  in  the  time 
given)  with  fho  equation  given. 
Art  3,  for  the  motion  of  a falling 
body,  XT^at-i-bt',  in  which  equation 
only  these  two  terms  are  to  bo 
supposed  contained.  But  this  equa- 
tion has  itself  obtmncd  this  form 
only  by  presupposition  of  the  ex- 
planation which  is  yiren  to  the 
terms  that  arise  through  analytic 
deivlojment : this  presupposition  is, 
that  the  imiformly  accelerated  mo- 
tion is  comjmsed  of  a formally  uni- 
form motion  proceeding  with  the 
velocity  acquired  in  the  foregoing 
time,  and  of  an  increase  (the 
a in  s=at‘‘,  i.e.  the  empirical  co- 
efficient), which  is  ascribed  to  the 
force  of  gravitation, — a distinction 
which  has  noways  any  existence 
or  ground  in  the  nature  of  the 
thing  itself,  but  is  only  the  expres- 
sion — falsely  made  physical  — of 
what  results  in  the  case  of  an  as- 
sumed analytic  operation.’ 
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pletely  exhausted  by  tlie  first  term  of  the  series  which 
results  from  the  expansion  of  [x-¥dx)".  That  the 
remaining  terms  are  not  to  be  considered,  does  not 
depend  on  their  relative  smallness  ; — there  is  no  pre- 
supposition in  this  case  of  an  inaccuracy,  a blunder,  an 
error  which  is  to  be  balanced  and  amended  by  an- 
other ; a point  of  view  from  which  Carnot  mainly 
justifies  the  usual  method  of  the  Infinitesimal  Calculus. 
In  that  the  question  is  not  of  a Sum,  but  of  a Eolation 
or  Eatio,  the  Difierential  is  completely  found  by  the 
first  term  ; and  where  further  terms,  diflerentials  of 
higher  degrees,  are  required,  their  determination  is  not 
to  be  considered  as  the  continuation  of  a series  as 
Sum,  but  the  repetition  of  one  and  the  same  ratio, 
which  ratio  is  all  that  is  wanted,  and  wliich  conse- 
quently is  already  complete  in  the  first  term.  The 
necessity  of  the  form  of  a series,  its  summation,  and  of 
what  depends  thereon,  must  then  be  wholly  separated 
from  this  Interest  of  the  Relation. 

‘ The  elucidations  which  Carnot  gives  on  the  method 
of  infinite  magnitudes  are  of  the  purest  and  cleai-est. 
Eut  in  passing  to  the  operation  itself  there  enter,  more 
or  less,  the  usual  conceptions  of  the  infinite  smallness 
of  the  omitted  terms  relatively  to  the  others.  lie 
justifies  the  method  by  the  fact  that  the  results  are 
correct,  and  by  the  utility  which  the  introduction  of 
imperfect  equations,  as  he  caEs  them,  that  is  to  say,  of 
such  as  exhibit  such  arithmetically  incorrect  omis- 
sion, has  for  the  simplification  and  abbreviation  of 
calculation,  rather  than  by  the  nature  of  the  thing 
itself. 

‘ Lagrange,  as  is  well  known,  has  taken  up  again 
the  original  serial  method  of  Newton,  in  order  to  be 
relieved  of  the  difficulties  which  attend  the  conception 
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of  the  infinitely  little  as  well  as  the  method  of  first  and 
last  ratios  and  hinits.  His  Calculus  of  functions,  its 
merits  of  precision,  abstraction,  and  universality  being 
justly  acknowledged,  rests  on  the  fundamental  propo- 
sition, that  the  Hiflerence,  without  becoming  nothing, 
may  be  taken  so  small,  that  each  term  of  the  series  shall 
exceed  in  rnaynitude  the  sum  of  all  that  follow.  Even 
in  this  method  a beginning  is  made  \vith  the  categories 
of  the  increase  and  of  the  difference  of  the  function 
whose  variable  magnitude  receives  the  increase,  by 
which  increase  the  troublesome  series  comes  in,  from 
the  original  function  ; just  as  in  the  sequel  the  tenns  to 
be  omitted  are  viewed  only  as  sum,  and  the  reason  of 
omission  is  placed  in  the  relativity  of  their  Quantum. 
Partly  the  omission  is  not,  as  universal  principle,  re- 
duced to  the  qualitative  consideration,  which  we  saw 
exemplifying  itself  in  some  appUcations  (where  the 
terms  neglected  were  exhibited  not  as  quantitatively 
but  as  qualitatively  insignificant);  partly,  again,  the 
omission  itself  is  omitted  m the  very  principle  Avhich, 
as  regards  the  so-called  difierential  coefficient,  cha- 
racteristically distinguishes  the  so-named  application 
of  the  Calculus  with  Lagrange,  as  will  be  discussed 
more  at  full  in  the  Remark  that  follows  the  present 
one. 

‘The  qualitative  character  which  has  been  pointed 
out,  is  to  be  found  in  its  directest  form  in  the  categorjq 
limit  of  the  ratio,  which  has  been  above  mentioned, 
and  the  can-ying  out  of  which  in  the  Calculus  has 
given  rise  to  a special  method.  Ljigrange  decides  that 
this  method  wants  ease  of  application,  and  that  the 
expression  Limit  is  without  definite  idea.  We,  then, 
shall  take  up  Limit  in  its  idea,  and  see  closer  what  has 
been  stated  as  regards  its  analytic  import.  In  the 
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conception  of  Limit  there  certainly  lies  the  adduced 
veritable  category  of  the  qualitative  relational  character 
of  the  variable  magnitudes,  for  the  forms  which  come 
in  from  them,  dx  and  dy,  are  held  to  be  only  as 


moments  of  and  itself  is  viewed  as  a single 
dx  cue 


indivisible  sign.  That  the  advantage  is  thus  lost  which 
may  be  derived  from  the  separation  of  the  sides  of  the 
differential  co-efficient,  for  the  mechanism  of  the  Cal- 
culus in  its  application, — this  we  may  pass  by.  The 
limit  is  now,  then,  to  be  limit  of  a given  function; — it  is 
to  assign  in  reference  to  this  function  a Cbrtain  value, 
determined  by  the  mode  of  the  derivation.  With  the 
mere  category  of  limit,  however,  we  were  no  further 
than  with  what  has  been  the  object  of  this  Remark, 
to  show,  namely,  that  the  infinitely  little,  which  presents 
itself  in  the  Calculus  as  dx  and  dy,  has  not  merely  the 
empty,  negative  sense  of  a • non-finite,  a non-given 
magnitude,  as  in  the  expressions,  an  infinite  number, 
in  hifinitum,  &c.,  but  the  definite  sense  of  the  qualita- 
tive deterrainateness  of  the  quantitative  elements,  of  a 
moment  of  relation  as  such.  This  qualitative  assign- 
ment is  yet  without  definite  application,  and  limit  so 
far  is  similarly  situated ; but  limit  at  once  means 
more.  Limit  is  limit  of  Something ; it  expresses  a 
certain  value  which  lies  in  the  function  of  variable 


magnitude ; and  we  have  to  see  the  nature  of  this 
concrete  role.  It  is  to  be  the  limit  of  the  ratio  of  the 


two  increments  which  increase  two  variables  conjoined 
in  an  equation,  and  the  one  a function  of  the  other ; — 
the  increase  here  is  quite  indefinite,  and  there  is  no 
use,  so  far,  of  the  infinitely  little.  But  the  manner  of 
finding  this  limit  leads  directly  to  the  same  incon- 
sequences as  in  the  other  methods.  This  manner. 
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namely,  is  the  following.  y=fx  become  increased 
by  k,  then  fx  alters  itself  into  fx  +p  h + qh^  + r A’,  &c., 

k 

and  so  k=ph  + qh^,  &c.,  and  = p -k  qh  + rh^,  &c. 


Now,  let  k and  h vanish,  and  all  vanishes  except  p, 
which  p is  now  to  be  considered  the  limit  of  the  ratio 

k 

of  the  two  increments.  Though  A=0,  then,  - is  not  to 
be  at  once=  ^ , but  is  to  be  supposed  stiU  to  remain  a 


ratio.  The  conception  of  limit  now  is  to  be  supposed 
to  extend  the  advantage  of  warding  off  the  inconse- 
quence which  appears  here ; is,  at  the  same  time,  not 

to  be  the  actual  ratio  that  were=?,  but  only  that  par- 
ticular value  to  which  the  ratio  infinitely  approximates, 
so  that  the  difference  may  be  taken  smaller  than  any 
given  one.  The  preciser  sense  of  this  approximation 
in  regard  to  what  approximate  will  be  considered 
again.  That,  however,  a quantitative  difference  which 
may  be  taken  smaller  than  any  given  one  (and  must  be 
so  taken),  is  no  longer  quantitative  at  all — this  is 
self-evident;  but  there  is  no  advance  even  so,  as  regards 

^ . K,  on  the  other  hand,  ^ = »,  i.e.,  if  it  be 

etc  0 (lx  ^ 

assumed  as  a definite  quantitative  ratio,  as  is  in  effect 

the  case,  then  the  presupposition  which  has  set  A=0  is 

k 

in  a dilemma — a presupposition  by  which  alone  j~P 


is  found.  But  if  it  be  granted  that  ^ = 0,  and  with 

h=0,  k of  itself  becomes=0  ; for  the  increment  k to  y 
is,  only  if  the  increment  h is, — then  it  were  necessary 
to  say  what  p is  to  be,  which  as  is  a quite  definite 
quantitative  value.  To  this  there  is  at  once  the  simple 
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dry  answer  that  it  is  a co-efficient  and  so-and-so  derived, 
— the  first  function  of  an  original  function,  and  deter- 
mined in  a certain  definite  manner.  If  we  content 
ourselves  with  this — and  in  point  of  fact  Lagrange  has 
virtually  contented  himself  with  this — then  the  uni- 
versal or  general  part  of  the  Calculus,  and  directly 
this  form  of  it,  which  is  named  the  Theory  of  Limits, 
are  quit  of  increments  and  their  infinite  or  discretionary 
smallness — quit  of  the  difficulty  of  getting  out  of  the 
way  all  the  terms  of  the  inevitable  series  except  the 
first,  or,  rather,  except  only  the  co-efficient  of  the 
first — quit  of  the  formal  categories  of  the  infinite,  of 
infinite  approximation,  of  continuous  magnitude,*  and 
of  all  others  the  like,  as  effort,  becoming,  occasion  of 
an  alteration,  to  which  men  have  been  driven  in  the 
exigency  of  the  case.  But  then  it  would  be  still 
necessary  to  show — besides  the  mere  dry  definition 
(sufficient  for  the  Theory),  that  it  is  nothing  but  a 
function  derived  fi-om  the  expansion  of  a Binomial — 
what  meaning  and  value,  i.e.,  what  connexion  and 
application  this  same  p still  has  for  further  mathe- 
matical requirements : this  will  be  the  subject  of 
Kemark  2.  We  proceed  to  discuss  at  present  the 
confusion  which  the  so  current  use  of  the  conception 
of  approximation  has  occasioned  in  the  understanding 

* ‘ The  category  of  continuous  or  gory,  seeing  that  as  regards  the  law 
fluent  magnitude  comes  in  with  the  of  continuity  it  determines  no- 
consideration of  the  external  and  thing.  What  formal  definitions 
empirical  increase  effected  on  the  one  may  bo  misled  into,  the  fol- 
variables;  but,  the  scientific  object  lowing  will  exemplify; — “A  con- 
of  the  Calculus  being  a certain  tinuous  magnitude.  Continuum,  is 
Jlelation  (usually  expressed  by  the  every  magnitude  considered  in  a 
differential  co-efficient),  which  spe-  state  of  genesis  such  that  the 
ciiic  peculiarity  may  be  also  named  progress  is  not  laltuatim,  but  un- 
Lato,  to  this  peculiarity  the  mere  interrupted.”  This  definition  is 
continuity  is  partly  heterogeneous,  tautologically  the  same  as  the 
partly  mere  abstract  empty  cate-  dejiniium' 
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of  the  specific  qualitative  determinateness  of  the  relation, 
which  was  the  proper  interest  to  be  considered. 

‘ It  has  been  shown  that  the  so-called  infinite  differ- 
ences express  the  disappearance  of  the  sides  of  the 
relation  as  Quanta,  and  that  what  remains  is  their 
quantitative  relation,  pure  so  far  as  it  is  determined 
in  quahtative  form ; the  qualitative  relation  is  hero  so 
little  lost,  that  it  is  rather  that  which  just  results  from 
the  transformation  of  finite  into  infinite  magnitudes. 
In  this,  as  we  have  seen,  consists  the  whole  nature  of 
the  thing  itself.  So  disappear  in  the  ultimate  ratio, 
for  example,  the  Quanta  of  the  Absciss  and  Ordinate  ; 
but  the  sides  of  this  relation  in  principle  remain,  the 
one  the  Element  of  the  Ordinate,  the  other  the  Element 
of  the  Absciss.  Xow,  in  resorting  to  figurate  conception, 
and  assuming  the  one  Ordinate  infinitely  to  approximate 
to  the  other,  the  previously  distinguished  Ordinate  passes 
into  the  other  Ordinate,  and  the  previously  distin- 
guished Absciss  into  the  other  Absciss ; but  essentially 
the  Ordinate  passes  not  into  the  Absciss,  nor  the  Absciss 
into  the  Ordinate.  The  Element  of  the  Ordinate,  to 
remain  by  this  example  of  variable  magnitudes,  is  not 
to  be  taken  as  the  Difference  of  one  Ordinate  fi-om 
another  Ordinate,  but  is  rather  as  the  Difference  or 
qualitative-quantitative  value  relatively  to  the  Element 
of  the  Absciss  ; the  Principle  of  the  one  variable  mag- 
nitude stands  in  relation  to  the  Principle  of  the  other. 
The  Difference,  in  ceasing  to  concern  finite  magni- 
tudc.s,  has  ceased  to  be  a multiple  within  its  own  self ; 
it  has  collapsed  into  the  simple  intensity,  into  the  .spe- 
cificit3%  of  one  qualitative  relational  moment  opposed 
to  the  other. 

‘ This  state  of  the  case  is  obscured,  however,  by 
conceiving  what  has  just  been  named  Element — say 
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of  the  Ordinate,  so  as  Difference  or  Increment  that  it  is 
only  the  Difference  between  the  Quantum  of  one  Ordi- 
nate and  the  Quantum  of  another  Ordinate.  The 
Limit  has  here  thus  not  the  sense  of  a Delation  or 
Ratio  ; it  is  nothing  but  the  last  value  to  which  another 
magnitude  of  the  same  kind  constantly  approximates, 
and  in  such  a manner  that  it  may  be  as  little  different 
from  it  as  we  please ; and  that  ultimate  relation  or  ratio 
is  a relation  of  equality.  Thus  the  infinite  Difference 
is  the  libration  of  the  difference  of  a Quantum  from 
a Quantum,  and  the  qualitative  nature  by  reason  of 
which  dx  is  essentially  not  a relational  character  with 
reference  to  x,  but  with  reference  to  dy  becomes  lost 
from  view,  dx^  is  allowed  to  disappear  with  reference 
to  dx,  but  stni  more  does  dx  tlisappear  with  reference 
to  X ; and  that  truly  is  as  much  as  to  say,  it  has  only 
a relation  to  dy.  The  endeavour  of  Geometricians  has 
been  specially  directed  to  the  rendering  intelligible  of 
the  approximation  of  a magnitude  to  its  limit,  and 
how  as  regards  the  difference  of  Quantum  from  Quan- 
tum, it  is  no  difference  and  yet  a difference.  But 
besides  this  the  approximation  is  in  itself  a category 
that  says  nothing  and  makes  nothing  intelligible ; dx 
has  the  approximation  already  behind  it — it  is  not  near, 
nor  yet  a nearer ; and  infinitely  near  were  itself  the 
negation  of  the  being  near  and  of  the  drawing  near 
(approximation). 

‘ Since  it  has  happened  that  the  Increments  or  in- 
finite Differences  have  been  considered  only  on  the 
side  of  the  Quantum  that  disappears  in  them  and  only 
as  its  limits,  they  are  moments  quite  icithout  mutual 
relation.  We  might  infer  from  this  the  inadmissible 
conception  that  it  is  allowable  in  ultimate  relation 
to  set,  say.  Absciss  and  Ordinate,  or  even  Sine,  Cosine, 
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Tangent,  versed  Sine,  and  whatever  else,  all  equal  to 
each  other.  This  conception  seems  at  first  hand  to  be 
motive,  when  an  Arc  is  treated  as  a Tangent ; for  the 
Arc  is  for  its  part  incommensurable  with  the  straight 
line,  and  its  Element  is  directly  of  an  other  Quality 
than  the  Element  of  the  straight  line.  It  seems  still 
more  absurd  and  inadmissible  than  the  interchange  of 
Absciss,  Ordinate,  versed  Sine,  Cosine,  &c.,  when  qua- 
drata  rotundis — when  a part  however  infinitely  small 
of  the  Arc  is  taken  as  a portion  of  the  Tangent,  and 
treated  consequently  as  a straight  line.  But  this  opera- 
tion is  to  be  essentially  distinguished  from  the  inter- 
change censured ; it  is  justified  by  pointing  out  that 
in  the  triangle  constituted  by  the  Elements  of  Arc, 
Absciss,  and  Ordinate,  there  is  the  same  relation  as  if 
the  Element  of  the  Arc  were  the  Element  of  a straight 
line,  the  Tangent ; the  angles  are  the  same,  and  these 
constitute  the  essential  Relation — that,  namely,  which 
remains  for  these  Elements  when  the  finite  magnitudes 
belonging  to  them  are  abstracted  from.  We  might 
even  say,  straight  lines,  as  infinitely  small,  have  become 
curved  lines,  and  the  relation  of  them  in  their  infini- 
tude is  a curve  relation.  In  its  definition,  the  straight 
line  being  the  shortest  distance  between  two  points, 
its  distinction  from  the  curve  would  seem  to  rest  on 
Number  (Menge),  on  the  smaller  number  of  what  is 
distinguishable  in  this  distance,  which  is  therefore  a 
consideration  of  Quantum.  But  this  consideration  dis- 
appears in  the  line  when  it  is  taken  as  intensive  mag- 
nitude, as  infinite  moment,  as  Element ; but  so  also 
disappears  its  distinction  from  the  curve  which  rested 
only  on  the  difference  of  Quantum.  Thus,  as  infinite, 
straight  line  and  arc  retain  no  quantitative  relation, 
and  consequently  also — by  reason  of  the  assumed  de- 
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finition — no  qualitative  diversity  any  longer  relatively 
to  each  other,  and  the  former  passes  into  the  latter. 

‘ Analogous  to  the  equating  of  heterogeneous  forms, 
is  the  assumption  that  infinitely  small  parts  of  the 
same  whole  are  equal  to  one  another;  an  assumption 
in  itself  indefinite  and  completely  indiflerent,  but  which, 
applied  to  an  object  that  is  heterogeneous  in  itself — an 
object,  that  is,  which  possesses  essential  irregularity  of 
quantitative  character — may  produce  a peculiar  in- 
version. This  we  see  in  the  proposition  of  the  higher 
Mechanic,  that,  in  equal  infinitely  small  times,  infinitely 
small  parts  of  a curve  are  described,  in  uniform  move- 
ment, inasmuch  as  this  is  said  of  a movement  in 
which,  in  equal  finite,  that  is,  existent  times,  finite, 
that  is,  existent  unequal  parts  of  the  curve  are  de- 
scribed— a movement,  then,  which  as  existing  is  irre- 
gular and  is  so  assumed.  This  proposition  is  the 
expression  in  words  of  what  is  to  be  supposed  as 
represented  by  an  analytic  term  that  yields  itself  in 
the  development  we  saw  of  the  Formula  respecting  a 
motion  irregular  but  subject  to  a certain  law  (Note 
on  Lagrange  and  relative  text). 

‘ Earlier  Mathematicians  sought  to  express  in  words 
and  propositions  results  of  the  newly-invented  Calculus 
(which  besides  always  concerned  concrete  objects), 
and  to  present  them  in  geometrical  delineations,  essen- 
tially for  the  purpose  of  applying  them  as  Theorems 
in  accordance  with  the  ordinary  method  of  proof. 
The  terms  of  a mathematical  formula  into  which  the 
analytic  method  sundered  the  magnitude  of  an  object, 
e.g.  of  motion,  received  now,  in  consequence  of  such 
views,  a real  import,  e.g.  of  velocity,  accelerating  force, 
&c.  They  were  held  to  furnish,  in  agreement  with 
such  import,  true  positions,  physical  laws ; and  their 
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real  connexions  and  relations  were  supposed  to  be 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  analytic  combina- 
tion. An  example  of  this  is  the  statement  that  in  a 
uniformly  accelerated  motion,  there  exists  a particular 
velocity  proportional  to  the  times,  and  moreover  that 
there  constantly  accrues  to  this  pseudo-uniform  velocity 
an  increment  from  the  force  of  gravity.  Such  pro- 
positions are  presented,  in  the  modern  analytic  form 
of  Mechanic,  absolutely  as  products  of  the  Calculus, 
without  anyone  troubling  himself  as  to  whether  they 
have  per  se  and  in  themselves  a real  sense — one,  that 
is,  to  which  there  is  a correspondent  existence,  and 
whether  this  sense  can  be  proved.  The  difficulty  of 
rendering  intelligible  the  connexion  of  such  forms 
when  they  are  taken  in  tho  real  sense  alluded  to — e.  g. 
the  difficulty  of  rendering  intelligible  the  transition 
from  the  downright  or  pseudo-uniform  velocity  to  a 
uniformly  accelerated  one — is  held  to  be  quite  removed 
by  the  analytic  mampulation  as  a manipulation  in 
which  such  connexion  is  a simple  consequence  of  the 
now  once  for  all  established  authority  of  the  operations 
of  the  Calculus.  It  is  given  out  as  a triumph  of  science 
to  find  out  by  the  mere  Calculus  laws  beyond  expe- 
rience, i.e.  expressions  of  existence  which  have  no 
existence.  In  the  earlier  still  naive  period  of  the 
Calculus,  it  appeared,  indeed,  just  what  was  right 
that,  as  regards  those  definitions  and  propositions  pre- 
sented in  Geometrical  delineations,  a real  sense  per  se 
should  be  assigned  and  made  plausible,  and  they  them- 
selves applied  in  such  sense  in  proof  of  the  main 
positions  concerned.  See  the  Newtonian  proof  of  his 
fundamental  proposition  in  the  Theory  of  Gravitation, 
Princ.  Math.  Phil.  Nat.,  lib.  i.  sect  ii.  prop.  1,  com- 
pared with  Schubert’s  Astronomy  (1st  ed.  iii.  B.  § 20), 
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where  it  is  admitted  that  the  truth  is  not  exactly  so,  i.  e. 
that  in  the  point  which  is  the  nerve  of  the  proof,  the 
truth  is  not  as  Newton  assumes  it.) 

‘It  will  not  be  possibly  denied  that  in  thb  field 
much  has  been  accepted  as  proof,  especially  with  the 
help  of  the  mist  of  the  infinitely  little,  for  no  other 
reason  than  that  what  came  out  was  always  already 
known  before,  and  that  the  proof,  which  was  so  con- 
stituted that  it  came  out,  brought  forward  at  lea.st  the 
show  of  a scaffolding  of  proof ; — a show  which  was 
always  still  preferred  to  mere  belief  or  to  mere  know- 
ledge from  experience.  I have  no  hesitation,  however, 
in  regarding  this  mannerism  as  a mere  jugglery  and 
charlatanery  of  proof,  and  in  including  under  this  cate- 
gory even  Newtonian  proofs,  particularly  those  bearing 
on  what  has  just  been  referred  to,  on  account  of  which 
Newton  was  raised  to  the  skies  and  above  Kepler,  as 
having  mathematically  demonstrated  what  the  latter 
had  merely  found  from  experience. 

‘ The  vacant  scafiblding  of  such  proofs  was  set  up 
for  the  demonstration  of  physical  laws.  But  Mathe- 
matic is  not  at  all  competent  to  demonstrate  quanti- 
tative determinations  of  Physic,  so  far  as  they  are 
Laws  which  rest  on  the  qualitative  nature  of  the  mo- 
ments ; this  for  the  simple  reason  that  Mathematic  is 
not  Philosophy,  proceeds  not  from  the  Notion,  and  has, 
therefore,  what  is  Qualitative,  unless  taken  lemmatically 
from  experience,  lying  beyond  its  sphere.  The  desire 
to  uphold  the  honour  of  Mathematic,  that  all  in  it  is 
rigorously  proved,  has  tempted  it  to  forget  its  limits ; 
thus  it  appeared  against  its  honour  simply  to  acknow- 
ledge experience  as  source  and  as  only  proof  of  pro- 
positions of  experience ; consciousness  (opinion)  has 
become  of  late  better  formed  for  the  appreciation  of 
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this : SO  long,  however,  as  consciousness  (opinion)  has 
not  clearly  before  it  the  distinction  between  what  is 
mathematically  demonstrable  and  what  can  be  only 
got  elsewhere,  between  what  are  only  terms  of  analytic 
expansion  and  what  are  physical  existences,  the  interest 
of  science  cannot  raise  itself  into  rigorous  and  pure 
form.  Without  doubt,  however,  the  same  justice  will 
yet  overtake  that  scaffolding  of  Newtonian  proof,  which 
has  been  fulfilled  on  another  baseless  and  artificial  New- 
tonian structure  of  optical  experiments  combined  with 
reflexion  (inference).  Apphed  Mathematic  is  yet  full 
of  a similar  melange  of  experience  and  reflexion,  but, 
as  of  said  Optic,  since  a considerable  time,  already  one 
part  after  the  other  has  begun  in  point  of  fact  to  be 
ignored  in  science,  with  the  inconsequence,  however, 
of  leaving  alone  the  contradictory  remainder, — so  is  it 
also  fact  that  already  a part  of  those  iUusoiy  proofs  has 
fallen  of  itself  into  oblivion  or  been  replaced  by  others.’ 
It  was,  in  the  first  instance,  intended,  not  strictly 
to  translate,  but  to  convey  this  Eemark  by  compression 
of  the  words  through  change  of  phrase  or  otherwise, 
without,  however,  omission,  but  rather  with  addition, 
of  matter  where  it  might  seem  necessary.  Examples 
both  of  compression  and  of  addition  (the  latter  espe- 
cially, where  the  notion  of  the  quantitative  infinite  is 
concerned)  will  be  found ; but  in  such  a writer  as 
Hegel,  always  compressed  to  the  necessity  of  the 
notion,  but,  at  the  same  time,  to  the  same  necessity 
equally  full,  attempts  of  either  kind  will  almost  always 
prove  abortive.  So  it  has  been  here,  and  I am  disposed 
to  believe  now  that  an  exact  translation,  while  infinitely 
less  troublesome  to  myself,  woidd  have  been  less  motley 
and  more  satisfactory  to  the  reader.  As  it  is,  however, 
I ventiu-e  to  say  that  there  is  given,  on  the  whole. 
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at  once  a correct  and  intelligible  statement  of  the  rela- 
tive thought  of  Hegel.  This  is  something  ; for.  to  the 
best  of  my  belief,  this  most  important  note  has  re- 
mained hitherto  absolutely  sealed.  Kosenkranz,  indeed, 
mentions  three  writers  who  have  followed  Hegel  on 
the  subject.  The  first  of  these,  C.  Frantz,  as  in  oppo- 
sition to,  is  to  be  assumed  ignorant  of,  the  views  of 
Hegel,  which  plainly,  so  far  they  go,  are  inexpugnable. 
As  regards  the  other  two,  E.  Huhn  and  H.  Schwarz, 
Eosenkranz  quoting  nothing  from  either  (which  surely 
he  would  have  done,  had  he  found  they  made  plain 
statements  such  as  these  of  Hegel,  the  importance  of 
which  no  one  with  even  the  slightest  tincture  of  mathe- 
matic, or  through  whatever  rust  of  time  and  desue- 
tude, can  miss  seeing,  once  they  are  made  plain),  and 
nothing  seeming  to  have  reached  this  country  on  the 
subject  at  all,  I am  disposed  to  believe  that  they  have 
both  failed  to  see,  or  evolve,  the  light  which  was 
necessary.  In  fact,  what  is  wanting  to  intelligence 
here  is  not  mathematic,  but  metaphysic : the  Eemark, 
indeed,  must  remain  quite  unintelligible  to  anyone  not 
long  acquainted  with  the  language  of  Hegel,  and  per- 
fectly at  home  with  his  one  vital  thought — the  Notion. 
My  belief,  therefore,  is,  that — on  the  whole — the  entire 
Eemark  has  remained  unintelligible.  My  belief,  more- 
over, also  is,  that,  despite  the  imperfection  of  form,  of 
which  I am  very  sensible,  and  for  which  I sincerely 
apologise,  it  is  now,  as  I have  already  said,  perfectly 
intelhgible — if  taken  after,  and  in  full  U7iderstanding 
of,  all  that  precedes  it.  There  may  seem,  in  the  first 
instance,  no  positive  material  gain  for  mathematic  here, 
and  accordingly  the  mathematical  reader  may  be  ex- 
pected to  rise  fi-om  his  first  reading  not  only  disap- 
pointed, but  hostile.  Feelings  both  of  disappointment 
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and  of  hostility  will  vanish,  however,  if  he  but  per- 
severe. Hegel  approaches  the  subject,  it  must  be 
reflected,  not  as  a mathematician,  but  as  a metaphy- 
sician, and  all  that  he  wishes  to  be  made  clear  in  this 
remark  is  the  simple  Notion.  There  is  only  one  ques- 
tion, then,  to  put : is  the  Notion,  obscure  before,  now 
clear?  Besides  this,  we  may  ask  also,  by  the  way, 
are  these  munerous  particular  critiques  of  his  just  ? 
Indeed,  we  may  ask,  thirdly,  is  not  the  general  result  a 
new,  clearer,  and  distincter  power  of  vision,  taken  quite 
universally,  and  here  specially  in  regard  to  all  that 
holds  of  mathematic  ? 

As  regards  the  last  of  these  questions,  it  can  hardly 
escape  any  one  that,  with  reference  to  the  Calculus  in 
general,  as  well  as  its  various  forms  in  particular  and 
the  chief  subordinate  conceptions  in  both  respects, 
never  has  the  determination  of  the  negative  been 
more  sharply,  more  specifically  and  absolutely  stamped 
out.  Quanta,  by  very  definition  no  longer  Quanta, 
yet  treated  as  Quanta ; Quanta,  as  named  or  as  believed, 
yet  treated  as  it  is  impossible  to  treat  Quanta;  omission 
because  of  insignificance,  but  omission  obligatory  and 
indispensable  in  spite  of  insignificance  ; proof  necessary 
from  elsewhere,  yet  pretensions  above  any  elsewhere  ; 
great  results  of  the  operation,  but  the  operation  itself 
granted  incorrect ; an  incorrect  operation,  but  abso- 
lutely correct  results ; a specific  nature  claimed  from 
variableness  of  Quantity,  but  variableness  of  Quantity 
equally  elsewhere;  a specific  nature  really  so-and-so 
characterised,  yet  matter  not  of  this  specific  nature 
admitted;  a science  par  excellence  the  science  of  ex- 
actitude and  proof,  yet  expressly  inexact  and  con- 
fessedly oppressed  wth  difficulty  as  to  proof:  these 
are  some  of  the  examples  by  which  tliis  determination 
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of  the  negative  is  accompanied.  Again,  the  concluding 
observations  in  regard  to  the  show  of  mathematicid 
proof  in  matters  known  from  experience  alone,  are 
extremely  striking,  and  no  less  instructive ; as  the 
notices  of  Newton,  Leibnitz,  Euler,  Lagrange,  the 
method  of  Limits,  &a  &c.,  are  hits  so  instantaneously 
and  fehcitously  home,  that  the  conviction  from  the 
reason,  is  hardly  more  than  the  dehght  from  the  irre- 
sistible skill,  of  the  thing. 

The  great  merit  of  Hegel  here,  however,  is  the 
Notion.  You  utterly  stumble  and  uselessly  lose  your- 
selves in  an  irrelevant  wood,  he  says,  when  you  insist 
on  seeing  the  thing  in  increments  and  decrements,  the 
omission  of  the  insignificant,  approximations,  continua- 
tions, nisus,  &c.  &c.  The  question  of  Quantity  ought 
to  be  no  difficulty  to  you,  for  you  are  simply  to  abstract 
from  it  and  take  up  what  is  positive  enough  and  seiz- 
able  enough  as  Quality : what  is  present  is  only  the 
qualitative  relation  of  quantitative  principia,  which  as 
principia  are  elements,  but  not  Quanta.  Seize  but  the 
relation,  he  says,  and  you  may  give  it  what  quantity 
you  like. 

To  understand  Hegel  aright,  then,  here,  we  must  put 
ourselves  perfectly  at  home  in  the  first  placx;  with  the 
notions  of  Quahty  and  Quantity.  You  think  of  salt 
and  of  sugar,  of  pepper  and  of  pap,  of  heat  and  cold, 
of  wet  and  dry,  of  soft  and  hard,  of  fight  and  heavy — of 
stick,  stone,  metal,  glass,  and  what  not,  and  you  think 
to  yourself,  you  sufficiently  understand  what  Quality  is. 
But  this  that  you  have  so  before  understanding,  is  only 
the  Vorstellung,  only  the  figurate  conception,  only  the 
metaphor,  the  hypotjqiose,  the  representation  of  the 
thing.  What  you  want  is  the  thing  itself,  and  that  i.s — 
the  Notion.  But  Quality  is  the  precipitation  of  the 
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Werden,  the  Becoming ; Quality  is  the  One  of  Being 
and  of  Non-being ; it  is  not  more  through  what  it  is, 
than  through  what  it  is  not ; it  owes  as  much  to  its  dif- 
ference as  to  its  identity : quahty  thus  has — unUke  the 
vmended  series — ‘ its  negative  witliin  itself.’  It  is  com- 
plete, or  infinite,  that  is,  not  ended ; or  it  has  sublated 
its  other,  and  thus  it  is  infinite.  The  series,  on  the 
contrary,  has  its  other  out  of  it, — so  it  is  indeterminate ; 
when  it  attains  to  this  other,  this  negative,  this  that 
fails  it,  it  will  be  at  once  through  that  negative  a de- 
termined Something,  it  will  have  attained  a qualitative 
character.  Quality  is  beent  determinateness,  and  as  a 
one  of  two,  always  of  the  nature  of  relation,  or  of  the 
negation  of  the  negation.  Quality,  universally  taken, 
is  what  is ; but  Quality  as  What  is,  is,  is,  is ; that  is,  it 
is  Quantity.  Quantity  is  the  out  of  itself  of  Quality ; 
or  it  is  Quahty’s  necessity  to  be.  In  this  way,  the 
Quahtative  and  the  Quantitative  Infinite  are  ahke  and 
equal.  Quahty  as  What  is,  is  ‘ the  nature  of  the  thing 
itself  which  exceeds  all  determinateness,’  and  Quantity 
is  indifferent  to  it : it  remains  the  same  in  all  Quantity. 
The  infinite  discretion  of  is,  is,  is, — this  is  What  is,  is. 
The  Being-ft>r-self  is  for  itself  only  because  at  the  same 
time  what  it  is,  is  for  it  : the  Being-for-self  and  the 
Being-for-One  are  identical.  Now  the  Being-for-One  as 
the  ^Vhat  is,  is  this  endless  discretion,  or  it  is  the 
quantitative  form  of  Quahty.  But  this  referred  to  the 
pure  quantitative  sphere  is  the  quantitative  infinite. 
Or,  simply  the  Notion  of  Quantity  itself,  a Notion  ne- 
cessitated by  the  Notion  of  Quahty,  is  the  Quantitative 
Infinite.  Quantum,  taken  not  as  any  particular  Quan- 
tum, but  quite  generally,  is  at  once  external  non-being 
quite  generaUy,  and  its  negation  ; it  is  the  one  that  is 
boundlessly  many,  and  yet  one ; it  is  quantitativity ; its 
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infinitude  is  this,  its  one  qualitative  nature,  or  specific 
constitution.  Quantity  is  the  relation  that  QuaUty  has 
to  itself  in  that  it  is  : Quantity  is  thus  One  and  Many 
and  Infinite.  Being,  were  it  only  Being,  would  at  once 
decease ; Being  is  Being  only  by  reason  of  a Non-being 
through  which  it  is,  is,  is ; to  be  it  must  not  be.  All 
this  again  refers  to  Quantity  as  taken  sub  specie  cetemi. 
That  I should  live,  requires  a To-morrow  when  I do 
not  live.  This  is  a negation  to  me  as  finite  existence ; 
but  sub  specie  ceterni  that  negation  is  taken  up  into, 
is  made  one  of,  is  made  one  with,  the  Absolute  Life. 
What  has  been  said  here  as  absolutely  sub  specie 
cetemi,  is  equally  susceptible  of  being  said  with  reference 
only  to  pure  Quantity.  The  Quantum  quite  generally 
is  through  its  other,  and  so  the  negation  of  the  nega- 
tion ; it  is  through  the  out,  and  the  out  through  it,  for 
the  out  is  it.  Eepulsion  in  Quantum  is  but  self-refer- 
ence ; that  Repulsion  is  its  what ; it  is  through  its 
Eepulsion  that  which  it  is.  The  one  is  the  what,  and 
the  what  is  the  one ; there  is  a look  out  and  a look  in. 
The  one’s  what  is  just  all  these  ones  ; and  that  is  just 
the  one  Quantum  endlessly,  but  one.  It  is  the  one 
continuity  of  aU  that  multiplied  discretion.  Quantum’s 
own  wing  ever  stretches  and  includes  its  other : there 
is  no  occasion  either  to  conceive  it  always  stretching, 
stretching  ad  infinitum,  but  the  two  may  be  seen  to- 
gether and  in  potentia.  Quantum  is  the  Flirsichseyn  of 
all  that  Fureines.  Hegel  now  sees  the  True  Mathema- 
tical Infinite  to  represent  all  this.  The  relation  of 
Quantum  to  itself  is  as  to  a power,  is  as  to  its  own 
square  ; this  is  its  own  self-reference  where  unity  and 
amount  are  alike,  equal,  and  the  same.  Quality  in 
Quantity  indeed,  as  out  of  its  in,  may  be  said  to  square 
itself.  I cannot  help  thinking  Hegel  to  have  even 
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directly  had  such  thoughts  as  tliese.  I think  also  he 
must  have  seen,  and  intends  us  to  see,  that  any  quali- 
tative One  is  similarly  situated  (as  Quality  in  general) 
to  Quantity.  Quantity  is  but  its  Power,  its  Square ; and 
the  Quantity  is  quite  indifferent  to  it,  so  long  as  it. 

Quality,  or  the  qualitative  One,  is  there.  Now  ^ is 

to  anyone  so  thinking  the  perfectly  abstract  general 
expression  of  a qualitative  one  in  quantitative  reference. 
The  relation  of  Power  is  involved  in  it,  the  relation  itself, 
and  its  sides  or  moments  are  no  longer  Quanta,  but 
they  have  retreated  into  their  principle,  their  clement. 
Retreated  here  is  a bad  word  if  it  recalls  decrement, 

for  in  ^ there  is  no  question  of  increment  or  decre- 
cLjc 

ment,  of  Quantum  ; all  that  is  ‘ at  its  back  ’ (im 
EUcken).  To  Hegel,  then,  tlie  whole  problem  now  is 
very  simple  : the  consideration  before  us  is  qualitative, 
not  quantitative  ; it  is  a relation ; and  this  relation  is 
expressed  in  the  differential  co-efficient ; and  so  it  is 
that  all  question  of  other  terms,  of  increments  and 
decrements,  &c.  &c.,  does  not  enter,  and  ought  not  to 
enter.  Quality  in  relation  to  its  own  self  is  Quantity, 
and  so  relatively  to  it,  or  as  it.  Quantity  is  the  infinitely 
little.  Quality  is  the  hmit  which  Quantity  ever  ap- 
proaches and  never  is,  or  always  is.  It  is  the  same 
thing  with  any  quality  in  particular  as  with  Quality  in 
general.  The  relation  of  ordinate  to  absciss  is  qualita- 
tive and,  as  such  relation,  independent  of  any  Quantum 

that  may  be  assigned  to  it.  ^ is  the  ultimate  quan- 
titative potentiality  of  any  quality  whatever ; it  is 
quantitative  potentiality  as  such.  The  one  thing  ne- 
cessary for  intelligence  here,  as  always,  is  to  see  both  of 


Digitized  by  Google 


QUANTITY  INTERPRETED,  ETC. 


385 


tlie  moments  and  be  able  to  re-nect  them  into  their 
concrete  one.  What  mistakes  are  rampant  nowadays 
because  of  a neglect  of  this  one  precaution,  or  rather 
because  of  entire  ignorance  of  all  elements  that  be- 
long here  ! The  world  is  deeply  disappointed ; its  heart 
is  broken ; all  the  hopes  which  its  own  beauty  has 
made  grow  in  it  wither  rapidly  down  ; religion  fails 
from  its  grasp,  and  philosophy,  which  promised  so 
much,  is  unintelligible  or  seems  but  babblement : hark 
now  how  loud  the  cry  of  Materialism,  that  knows  but, 
and  cares  but  for,  the  carcasel  Eminent  men  of  science 
see  a matter-mote  rise  up  by  an  easy  flux  of  develop- 
ment into  a man,  but  (with  an  involuntary  grin)  through 
the  monkey ! The  brain  secretes  thought,  as  the  liver 
bile  : this  whole  product  of  some  strange  chance,  which 
need  not  be  inquired  into — take  your  diimer  rather — 
will  just  go  together  in  the  centre  as  a vast  mass  some 
day — in  the  centre  of  infinite  Space  ! Is  there  not  an 
echo  of  self-contradiction  in  your  own  words,  startling 
even  to  yourselves.  Messieurs  les  Materialistes  ? To 
say  nothing  of  infinite  Time,  of  infinite  Space,  which 
alone  are  always  adequate  to  absorb  any  and  every 
amount  of  matter  the  materialists  may  bring  in  explana- 
tion of  them,  does  not  the  mere  siglit  of  matter  uselessly 
heaped  together  there  in  the  centre  through  all  time 
suggest  a glance  back  to  all  time  and  the  easy  question. 
Time  being  infinite  in  the  direction  back  as  well  as  in  the 
direction  forward,  and  gravitation,  moreover,  being  the 
only  power,  why  has  a whole  back  infinitude  failetl  to 
bring  this  graviUitioii  to  its  hearth  in  the  centre — why 
is  a future  infinitude  still  necessary  ? It  is  not  thought, 
then,  it  is  but  thoughtles.'tnes.'f  which  sees  the  whole 
universe  reduced  in  course  of  time  to  a single  central 
mass ; it  is  but  figurate  conception  amusing  itself  witli 
VOL.  II.  c c 
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very  idle  and  very  unsubstantial  bubbles.  That  gravi- 
tation, loss  of  heat,  &c.  have  not  already  effected  what 
we  are  assured  they  will  effect,  or  simply  that  they 
have  to  effect  this  consummation,  is  a demonstration 
rigorously  exact  of  heat  not  always  being  directed 
outwards,  as  of  gravitation  not  always  being  directed 
inwards. 

If  thought,  not  thoughtlessness,  would  inspect  the 
problem,  it  woidd  find  tliat  Attraction  is  only  possible 
through  Eepulsion  ; that  were  there  no  Eepulsion,  there 
were  no  Attraction,  and  vice  versa.  There  is  but  the  one 
concrete  Eeciprocity.  It  is  perfectly  certain  that  Action 
and  Eeaction  are  not  more  necessary  reciprocals  than 
Attraction  and  Eepidsion.  A like  one-sidediiess  it  is 
which  leads  the  friends  of  the  monkey,  in  comparing  him 
with  man,  to  abstract  from  the  Difference  and  regard  the 
Identity  alone.  But  what  is  this  identity  ? It  is  hardly 
worth  while  modern  philosophers  making  such  a fus.s 
about  our  identity  with  monkeys,  were  it  only  for  what 
SaUust  tells  us,  that  we  have  our  bodies  in  common  cete- 
ris animalibus.  That  man  is  an  animal  and  that  monkey 
is  the  caricature  of  him,  has  been  known  for  thou- 
sands of  years ; and  the  modern  philosophers  who  live 
by  the  cry  (strange,  is  it  not?)  know  it  not  one  single 
w'hit  better  than  it  was  known  at  first,  nor  have  they 
deposited  one  single  stone  of  the  bridge  fi’om  the 
Difference  to  the  Identity,  nor  yet  will  they — m their 
•way — should  they  take  an  infinite  time  to  the  task. 
A strange  metier  this,  then,  that  woidd  enlighten  us  by 
telling  us  w’e  were  monkeys  originally,  though  it  has 
nothing  to  show  for  itself  but  tlie  worn-out  triteness  of 
thousands  of  years ! Yet  we  are  expected  to  admii'e, 
applaud,  and — per  Jovem — oven  pay  ! It  is  the  same 
abstraction  from  the  Difference  wdiich  misleads  other 
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Eminent  men  to  mis-spcnd  whole  laborious  lives  in 
twisting  the  idle  sand-rope  of  Transformation.  The 
Difference  is  there  not  one  whit  le.ss  than  the  Iden- 
tity, and  though  you  fly  in  your  researches  utterly 
round  all  space  and  utterly  throughout  all  time,  you 
will  never  eliminate  it : it  is  impossible  for  you  ever 
to  take  up  an  Identity  unaccom[)anied  by  its  Differ- 
ence. Your  quest  is  thus  at  once  absolutely  certiiin 
and  utterly  impossible  : and  this  simply  because  What  is 
is  at  once  identical  and  different.  The  power  of  meta- 
morphosis lies  with  Thought  only;  it  is  not  in  Xature. 
Never  shall  we  see  a first  Natural  Identity — which  all 
mankind  will  accept  as  such — gradually  giving  itself 
Difference  and  Difference  up  to  the  present,  as  we 
might  see  ice  become  water  and  water  steam.  Such 
transformations  are  possible  to  the  Notion  only.  Nay, 
these  very  thinkers  acknowledge  this  same  truth  : they 
do  not  accept  what  is  as  it  is — they  .seek  it  in  its  prin- 
ciple. What  is  this  but  accepting  the  metamorphosis 
of  Thought  ? Thought  is  nothing  but  metamorphosis — 
the  metamorphosis  of  the  isolated  singular  many  into 
the  one  universsd.  It  is  inconsistent,  then,  in  these 
writers  to  accept  thought  only  a certain  way,  and  not 
follow  it  out  into  the  ultimate  univei’sal,  the  element 
of  thought  itself.  They  may  sa)^  ‘ Though  we  gene- 
ralise, we  still  leave  the  individuals,  and  know  always 
that  our  generalisations  are  but  abstractions.’  We  too 
can  say  that  we  still  leave  the  individuals ; but  we 
cannot  say  that  our  generalisations  end  as  idle  abstrac- 
tions which  have  only  formal  application  to  Avhat  is, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  as  truth  itself  and  as  the  tmth, 
and  that  the  material  and  constitutive  truth  of  the 
whole  of  things.  This  is  a difference.  Thought  is  the 
secretion  of  matter,  as  the  bile  of  tlie  liver,  you  say : 

c c 2 
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on  tlie  contrary,  it  is  matter  tliat  is  but  tlic  secretion 
of  thouglit.  Sliow  me  your  first  atom,  show  me  it 
become  time,  space,  matter,  organisation,  thought;  then 
I ask  you,  was  not  this  first  atom  all  these  virtually  at 
first  ? Could  it  have  become  these,  had  it  not  been  so 
virtually  at  first  ? But  that  it  should  imply  such 
virtue — that  is  Thought — these  are  thoughts.  Or  even 
to  say  it  was  at  first  \drtually  Thought,  is  to  say  that 
Thought  was  the  veritable  prius.  Your  path,  then, 
ends  in  mine.  But  you  have  not  this  path  ; you  have 
not  made  a single  step  on  it ; you  have  only  talked 
of  it ; and  you  can  only  talk  of  it  for  ever ; for  your 
first  problem,  a deduction  of  Time  and  Space,  is  utterly 
impossible  to  you  with  Matter  only.  We,  on  the  con- 
trary, have  a path;  We,  thanks  to  Kant  and  Hegel,  can 
prove  Thought  to  l)e  the  prius  and  the  principle  ; We 
can  prove  all  to  be  but  the  Notion  a?i  sick.  Once 
])ossessed  of  the  concrete  notion.  We  can  re-live  its 
life  up  to  the  fullness  of  the  universe.  The  two  posi- 
tions, then,  are  widely  different.  Yet,  since  1781, 
when  the  ‘ Kritik  of  Pure  Keason,’  and  since  1812-16, 
when  the  ‘ Logik  ’ was  published,  what  innumerable 
writers  have  preferred  obeying  the  impatience  of  their 
own  vanity  to  patient  assimilation,  first  of  all,  of  the 
Historical  Pabulum  that  at  these  dates  was  issued  to 
them,  and  without  which  they  could  be  nothing ! 
Formal  attitudinists  on  the  gas  of  genius,  men  of 
fervour,  men  who  could  evolve — Systems,  Poems,  Pic- 
tures, Religions,  Alchemy,  anything — those  we  have 
had  by  the  thousand ; but  how  many  men  who  knew' 
that,  in  themselves,  mere  form  only,  they  required  the 
rock  of  another  to  which  clinging  they  might,  absorb- 
ing and  assimilating  matter  into  form,  grow  into  their 
own  complete  entelechie  ? The.se  men  would  be  matter 
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and  form  unto  themselves,  so  tliey  consumed  them- 
selves in  futile  subjective  pulses,  and  died  so.  He  only 
who  knows  how  to  connect  himself  to  his  historical 
other,  wll  ever  attain  to  an  actuality  of  manhood.  Be 
a man’s  formal  ability  what  it  may,  unless  he  attain  to 
this,  his  products,  however  blatant,  are  but  vacant 
idiocy.  So  only  even  is  it,  that  he  can  be  original. 
Thomas  Carlyle  found  his  other  in  German  Literature — 
but  the  germs  of  what  he  found  liiy  first  of  all  in  him- 
self ; it  was  his  own  hunger  that  made  the  food ; and 
if  Thomas  Carlyle  is  not  original,  what  English  writer 
is  ? But  for  its  Difference,  abstract  Identity  dies  of 
inanition  then.  So  it  is  as  regards  the  7iims  of  genius. 
So  it  is  as  regards  the  nisus  nowadays  of  a material- 
istic pseudo-science.  In  every  concrete  there  are  two 
abstract  moments  which  arc  not  seen  truly  unle.ss  to- 
gether. So  it  is  as  regards  the  Attraction  and  Repulsion 
which  arc  still  before  us  in  Quantity,  and  whose  union 
only  is  adequate  to  that  quantitativ'e  infinite  which 
Hegel  finds  represented  in  the  mathematical  infinite. 
Quantum,  even  in  that  it  repels  its  other,  flees  into 
it;  and  even  in  that  it  flees  into  it,  it  flees  into  its 
own  self:  no  flight  expliciter  without  but  is  a flight 
impliciter  within.  Quantum,  then,  is  this  one  infi- 
nite relation,  this  boundless  relativity,  this  without 
of  itself  that  is  the  within  of  itself,  this  negation  of 
the  negation.  And  such  is  the  mathematical  infinite  ; 
Quantity  as  such  has  disa[)peared,  there  remains  only 
the  Qualitative  element  and  in  relation  of  potentiation. 
The  thought  is  abstract ; but  it  is  not  more  difficult  than 
the  abstract  Something  or  any  other  pure  Notion. 

It  may  be  objected  that  Hegel  docs  not  sufficiently 
illustrate  and,  on  the  whole,  bring  out  the  fact  that 
the  relation  implied  is  one  of  powers.  That  it  is 


Digiiized  by  Google 


390 


THE  SECRET  OF  HEGEL. 


really  so,  we  know  now  to  be  certain,  for  he  has  him- 
self eliminated  all  variables  of  tiie  first  degree,  but  to 
know  the  fact  is  not  necessarily  to  know  the  reason  of 
tlie  fact.  Again,  having  asserted  the  first  peculiarity 
of  the  mathematical  infinite  to  depend  on  a relation  of 
potentiation,  he  equally  asserts  the  second  pecuHarity, 
and  in  complete  isolation  from  the  first.  We  can 

easily  conceive  to  be  qualitative  relation  only  ; but 


these  are  not  squai-e.s,  and  Hegel  has  not  been  careful 
to  bring  tlie  two  peculiarities  together.  That  the 
relation  of  one  quantity  to  the  square  of  another  is 
qualitative,  is  also  but  an  assertion ; intelligence  and 
collection  ai’c  not  secured  by  either  reasoning  or 
illustration.  We  know  that  Ilegel  regards  the  square, 
where  Unity  and  Amount  are  equal,  as  of  a qualita- 
tive nature ; but  this  knowledge  seems  to  throw  but 
little  light  here.  As  regards  this  last  pomt,  it  may 
be  worth  while  suggesting  that  the  relation  of  the 
sides  to  the  hypotlienuse,  being  a relation  that  con- 
cerns the  square  of  the  hypotlienuse,  the  result  is 
qualitative,  the  triangle  is  always  right-angled.  But 
such  illustrations  must  bo  left  to  the  matliematician  by 
profession.  As  regards  objections,  it  is  to  be  borne  in 
mind,  too,  that  the  subject  is  not  exhausted  ; and  that 
we  have  the  promise  of  seeing  in  the  second  Eemark, 
how  the  abstract  notion  takes  meanimj  in  actual  appli- 
cation, which  application,  too,  is  temied  the  important 
part  of  the  whole  subject.  It  is  with  great  regret, 
then,  that  I find  myself  (by  the  Number  at  the  head 
of  the  page)  obliged  for  the  present  to  stop  hero,  seeing 
that  my  matter  already  amounts  to  more  than  it  is 
perhaps  prudent  to  intrude  on  the  public  as  a first 
venture  on  a subject  so  difficult,  and,  at  le.ast  to  sujier- 
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ficial  observation,  so  equivocal,  as  tlie  Philosophy  of 
Hegel.  Enough,  however,  has  been  done  to  enable 
the  mathematician  or  the  metaphysician  to  complete 
the  rest  for  himself.  The  judgment  of  a pure  mathe- 
matician has  really  been  so  peculiarly  trained,  that, 
perhaps,  any  such  will  never  prove  decisive  as  re- 
gards any  Hegelian  element.  Still,  it  is  much  to  be 
desired  that  such  a vast  mathematical  genius  as  Sir 
William  Hamilton,  of  Dublin,  could  be  induced  to 
verify  the  findings  of  Hegel  so  far  as  they  bear  on  the 
concrete  science.  As  they  appear  abstractly  expressed 
in  the  present  Eemark,  they  seem  perfectly  safe  from 
as.sault;  but  there  are  others  (alluded  to  also  here),  such 
as  the  earnestness  with  which  Hegel  seeks  to  vindicate 
for  Kepler  his  own  law  from  the  hands  of  Xewton’s 
illusoiy  mathematical  Demonstration,  on  which  one 
woidd  be  well  pleased  to  possess  a thoroughly-skilled 
opinion.  There  is  at  least  something  grand  in  the  way 
in  which  Hegel  would  .set  up  Time  and  Space  them- 
selves as  the  co-ordiuates  that  to  the  divmation  of 
Kepler  and  to  the  necessity  of  the  notion  of  Hegel 

yielded,  and  yield  the  law  or  . Hegel  may  be 

wrong ; but  he  po.ssesses  such  keenness  of  distmetion, 
that  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  any  intellect — as  the 
epoch  is — too  high  to  gain  from  it  It  lies,  too,  on  the 
surface  to  say  that  these  Vectors,  Tensors,  Scalers,  &c., 
of  Sir  William  Hamilton  are  but  forms  of  continuity 
and  discretion  in  application  to  the  concrete  Quantity, 
Space. 

By  way  of  giving  at  least  a formal  close  to  the 
subject,  I add  here  the  whole  of  Quantity  as  it  appears 
in  the  third  edition  of  the  Encyclopaedia.  The  reader 
will  be  thus  enabled  to  .see  as  well  Hegel’s  immense 
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power  of  summary  as  the  insufficiency  of  any  such  to 
a student  wlio  but  learns,  however  advantageous  it 
may  prove  to  the  student  who  has  completed  his 
course.  lie  will  also  see  that,  besides  the  mathe- 
matical notes,  which  are  two  in  number,  what  has  yet 
to  be  completed  of  the  general  sul>ject  as  it  appears  in 
the  Logic  is  small,  and  that  the  bulk  of  it  is  already 
given  in  these  pages.  Some  amount  of  change  in  the 
divisions  he  will  also  be  able  to  discern  ; and  the  very 
fact  of  change  on  the  part  of  Hegel  it  is  inij)ortant  to 
know. 


B. 

QUANTITY. 

.1.  Pure  Quantity. 

Quantity  is  pure  Being,  or  the  pure  Being,  in  which 
the  Determinateness  is  no  longer  e.\plicit  as  one  with 
the  Being  itself,  but  as  suhlated  or  indifferent. 

(1)  The  expression  niaynitude  (Grasse)  is  not  appro- 
priate to  Quantity,  so  far  as  it  speeially  designates 
particular  Quantity.  (2)  Mathematic  usually  defines 
magnitude  as  that  which  may  be  increa.sed  or  dimi- 
7iiehed.  Ilowever  objectionable  this  definition  may  be, 
as  again  implying  the  deffnituin  itself,  it  involves  this, 
that  the  nature  of  Quantity  is  such  that  it  is  expli- 
citly alterable  and  indifferent,  so  that,  notwithstanding 
an  alteration,  an  increa.sed  Extension  or  Litension, 
the  thing  itself,  a house,  red,  &c.,  ceases  not  to  be  a 
house,  red,  &c.  (3)  The  Absolute  is  pure  Quantity, — 

this  position  coincides  in  general  with  this,  that  the 
determination  of  Matter  is  attributed  to  the  Absolute, 
in  which  (Matter)  Form  is  jiresent  indeed,  but  an  in- 
difi’erent  determination.  Quantity  also  constitutes  the 
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fundamental  determination  of  the  Absolute,  when  it  is 
taken  so  that  in  it,  the  absolutely  Indillerent,  aU  difler- 
ence  is  only  quantiUitive.  For  the  rest,  pure  Time, 
Space,  &C.,  may  be  regarded  as  examples  of  Quantity, 
so  far  as  the  Real  (or  what  is  real)  is  to  be  conceived 
as  indifferent  Jilling  of  Space  or  Time. 

Quantity,  fii-stly,  in  its  immediate  reference  to  itself, 
or  in  the  form  of  equality  with  itself  as  explicit  or  set  in 
it  in  consequence  of  the  Attraction,  is  continuous;  in 
the  other  term  contained  in  it,  the  One  (Unit),  it  is 
discrete  magnitude.  The  fonner,  however,  is  equally 
discrete,  for  it  is  only  continuity  of  the  Many;  tlie 
latter  equally  continuous — its  continuity  is  the  One  as 
the  same  of  the  many  ones,  the  unity. 

(1)  Continuous  and  discrete  magnitude  must  not, 
therefore,  l)e  regarded  as  kinds  or  species,  as  if  tlie 
nature  of  the  one  did  not  attach  to  the  other,  but  as 
if  they  contradistinguish  themselves  only  by  this,  tliat 
the  same  whole  is  now  explicit  under  the  one,  and 
again  under  the  other  of  its  di.scrimina.  (2)  Tlie 
Antinomy  of  Time,  of  Space,  or  of  Matter,  as  regards 
its  infinite  Divisibility,  or  again,  its  consisting  of  Indi- 
visibles, is  nothing  else  tlian  tlie  assertion  of  Quantity 
now  as  continuous,  and  again  as  discrete.  Time, 
Space,  &c.,  being  e.vplicit  only  as  continuous  Quantity, 
are  infinitely  divisible ; in  their  other  term,  again,  as 
discrete  magnitude,  they  are  an  sich  {in  tlieniselvcs) 
divided,  and  consist  of  indivisible  Ones : the  one  term 
is  as  one-sided  as  the  other. 

b.  Quantum. 

Quantity  essentially  e.vplicit  with  the  excludent  deter- 
ininateness  wliich  is  contained  in  it,  is  Quantum,  limited 
Quantity. 
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The  Quantum  has  its  evolution  and  perfect  deter- 
minatoness  in  the  Diijit  (Number),  which  contains 
within  itself  (implies),  as  its  Element,  the  One,  in  the 
moment  of  Discretion  the  Amount,  in  that  of  Con- 
tinuity the  Unity,  both  as  its  qualitative  moments. 

In  Arithmetic,  what  are  called  tlie  arithmetical 
operations  are  usually  stated  as  contingent  modes  of 
treating  numbers.  If  a necessity  and  withal  an  under- 
standing is  to  lie  in  them,  the  latter  must  lie  in  a prin- 
ciple, and  this  only  in  the  moments  which  are  contained 
in  the  notion  of  the  Digit  itself ; this  principle  shall 
be  here  briefly  exhibited.  The  moments  of  the  notion 
of  Number  are  the  Amount  and  the  Unity,  and  the 
Number  itself  is  the  Unity  of  both.  But  Unity 
applied  to  empirical  numbers  is  only  their  Equality ; 
tlms  the  principle  of  arithmetic  must  be,  to  range 
numbers  into  the  relation  of  Unity  and  Amount,  and 
bring  about  the  Equahty  of  these  moments. 

The  Ones  or  the  Numbers  themselves  being  mutually 
indifferent,  the  Unity  into  which  they  become  ex2)licitly 
transposed  appears  in  general  as  an  external  putting 
together  (collection).  To  count  is,  therefore,  in  general 
to  number,  and  the  difference  of  the  kinds  of  counting 
lies  alone  in  the  qualitative  nature  (tality)  of  the 
Numbers  which  are  numbered  together;  and,  for  the 
tality,  the  determination  of  Unity  and  Amount  is  the 
principle. 

Numeration  is  the  first,  to  make  Number  at  all,  a 
putting  together  of  as  many  Ones  as  is  wished.  A ki7id 
of  coupting  (an  arithmetical  operation),  however,  is  the 
numbering  together  of  such  as  are  already  numbers, 
and  no  longer  the  mere  unit.  Niunbers  are  imme- 
diately and  at  first  quite  indefinitely  Numbers  in 
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general — unequal,  therefore,  in  general : the  putting 
together  or  numbering  of  such  is  Addition. 

The  next  determination  is,  that  the  Numbers  are 
equal  in  general ; they  constitute  thus  one  Unity,  and 
there  is  present  an  Amount  of  such  unities : to  number 
such  numbers  is  to  Multiply  ; — and  here  it  is  indifferent 
how  the  moments  of  Amount  and  Unity  are  appor- 
tioned in  the  two  numbers,  the  Factors,  indifferent 
which  is  taken  as  Amount,  and  which  again  as  Unity. 

The  third  characteristic*  determinateness  is  finally 
the  E(juality  of  Amount  and  Unity.  The  numbering 
together  of  numbers  so  characterised,  is  the  raising 
into  powers,  and  first  of  all  into  the  square.  Further 
potentiation  is  the  formal  repetition  of  the  multipli- 
cation of  the  number  with  itself  which  runs  out  again 
into  the  indefinite  Amount.  As  in  this  third  form,  the 
complete  equabty  of  the  sole  present  difference,  of 
Amount  and  Unity,  is  attained,  there  cannot  be  -more 
than  these  three  operations  in  Arithmetic.  There  cor- 
responds to  the  numbering  together,  a resolution  of 
the  Numbers  according  to  the  same  determinateuesses. 
With  the  three  operations  mentioned,  which  may  be 
so  fur  named  positive,  there  are,  therefore,  also  three 
negative. 

c.  Degree. 

The  limit  is  identical  with  the  whole  of  the  Quantum 
itself ; as  multiple  in  itself,  it  is  extemsive — as  simple  in 
itself,  intensive  magnitude  : the  latter  is  also  named 
Degree. 

The  difference  of  continuous  and  discrete  from  ex- 
tensive and  intensive  magnitudes  consists,  therefore,  in 
this,  that  the  former  concern  Quantity  in  general — the 
latter,  on  the  other  hand,  the  limit,  or  the  determinate- 
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ness  of  Quantity  as  such.  Extensive  and  intensive 
magnitudes  are,  in  like  maimer,  not  two  sorts  of  which 
the  one  should  possess  a distinction  which  the  other 
wanted ; what  is  extensive  is  equally  intensive,  and 
xnce  versa. 

In  degree  the  notion  of  Quantum  is  in  explicit  posi- 
tion. It  is  magnitude  as  indilTerently  independent  and 
simple,  but  so  that  it  has  the  determinateness  by  which 
it  is  Quantum  directly  out  of  it  in  other  magnitudes, 
lu  this  contradiction,  \dz.  fliat  the  be'mt-for-self  indif- 
ferent limit  is  absolute  Externality,  the  infinite  quanti- 
tative Progress  is  expressly  explicit, — an  immediacy 
which  immediately  strikes  round  into  its  counteqiart, 
mediatedness  (a  going  over  and  beyond  the  Quantum 
that  has  just  been  posited),  and  xnce  versd. 

A Number  is  thought,  but  thought  as  a Beingness 
completely  external  to  its  own  self.  It  belongs  not  to 
perception  because  it  is  thought,  but  it  is  the  thought 
which  has  for  its  characterisation  the  externality  of 
perception.  The  Quantum  not  only  xnay  therefore  be 
increased  or  diminished  ad  infinitum  ; it  itself  is  through 
its  Notion  tins  dispatch  of  itself  beyond  itself.  The 
infinite  quantitative  Progress  is  just  the  thought\cs& 
repetition  of  one  and  the  same  contradiction  which  the 
Quantum  in  general  is,  and  Quantum  as  Degree,  or 
expressly  set  in  its  determinatencss.  As  regards  the 
superfluousness  of  enunciating  this  contradiction  in  the 
form  of  the  infinite  Progress,  Zeno  in  Aristotle  says 
justly  : it  is  the  same  thing  to  say  something  once,  and 
to  say  it  always. 

This  outerliness  of  Quantum  to  its  own  self  in  its 
beent-for-self  determinateness  constitutes  its  Quality; 
in  it  it  is  just  itself  and  referred  to  itself.  In  it  are 
united.  Externality,  i.e.  Quantitativeuess,  and  Being- 
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for-sclf,  i.e.  Qualitativeness.  Quantum  thus  put  is  in 
itself  the  Quantitative  Relation, — determinateness  'wliich 
is  no  less  immediate  Quantum,  the  Exponent,  than  me- 
diatedness,  namely,  the  reference  of  some  one  Quantum 
to  another, — the  two  sides  of  the  relation,  which  at 
the  same  time  are  not  valid  in  their  immediate  value, 
but  have  their  value  only  in  this  reference. 

The  sides  of  the  relation  are  still  immediate  Quantsi, 
the  qualitative  and  the  quantitative  moments  still  ex- 
ternal to  each  other.  Their  truth,  however,  viz.  that 
the  Quantitativeness  itself  is  in  its  externality  reference 
to  itself,  or  that  the  Being-for-self  and  the  indifference 
of  the  determinateness  are  united,  is  Measure. 
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VI. 

THE  COMMENTATORS  OF  HEGEL:  SCHWEGLER, 
ROSENKRANZ,  HAYM. 


L\  the  interest  of  one’s  own  self-seeking  to  dcnion- 
strate  tlie  shorteoinings  of  one’s  predecessors,  is  a pro- 
' cedure  now  so  vulgar  that  it  would,  perhaps,  have 
been  better  tostc  to  have  left  to  others  the  task  which 
is  here  begun.  Any  plea  in  excuse  can  found  only 
on  the  im]iortant  aid  which  may  be  so  afforded  to  a 
general  understanding  of  the  single  theme,  and  is  only 
to  be  made  good  by  the  residt. 

There  are  many  other  Commentators  of  Hegel,  but 
we  have  selected  these  — examples,  too,  of  feelings 
impartial,  partial,  and  hostile — 5is  the  latest  and  most 
generally-acknowledged  best.  Now,  each  of  the  three 
has  devoted  a vtist  amount  of  labour  and  time  to  the 
study  of  Hegel,  and  all  of  them  have,  more  or  less, 
attained  to  a veiy  considerable  relative  knowledge. 
It  is  not,  then,  what  is  in  general  meant  by  ignorance 
tliat  we  would  object  here,  but  only  a peculiar  and 
insufficient  state  of  knowledge  in  this  way,  that  the 
j)ath  of  tliis  knowledge  has  been  ever  on  the  outside, 
from  jiarticular  to  particular,  with  darkness  and  inco- 
herences between,  and  without  perception  of  the  single 
light  in  wdiich  tlie  wdiole  should  show — wdthout  attain- 
ment of  tlie  single  Eiick,  of  the  single  turn,  stir,  touch 


Digitized  by  Googli 


HEGEL’S  COMMENTATORS. 


399 


by  which  the  painful  and  unreachable  Many  should 
kaleidoscopically  collapse  into  the  held  and  intelligible 
One.  In  a word,  whatever  general  connexion  they 
may  have  perceived  between  Hegel  and  Kant,  and 
however  often  they  may  have  used,  each  of  them,  the 
word  BegrifT,  they  have  all  failed  to  detect  that  literal 
one  connexion  and  tliat  literal  one  signification  which 
have  been  accentuated  in  the  preceding  pages.  Hegel 
was  literal  with  Idealism ; the  whole  is  Tliought,  and 
the  whole  life  of  it  Ls  Thought ; and,  therefore,  what 
is  called  the  History  of  Phili^sophy  will  be  in  exter- 
nahty  and  contingency,  but  a Gesctztscyn  of  Thought, 
but  an  explicitment,  a settiny  of  one  thought  the  other. 
So  it  was  tliat  Spinoza  was  Substance,  Hume  Causality,’ 
Kant  Keciprocity,  and  Hegel  i/ie  Notion — the  Notion 
as  set  by  Kant,  and  as  now  to  be  developed  sub- 
jectively by  Hegel  into  the  Subjective  Logic  which  ends 
in  the  Idea.  So  it  was  that  he,  as  it  were,  anallegorised 
actual  history,  even  contemporarj"  histoiy,  even  his  own 
position,  into  the  plastic  dialectic  of  his  abstract  Logic. 
Hegel  was  literal  with  Idealism  up  to  the  last  invisible 
negation  of  tlie  negation — uj)  to  tlie  ultimate  pure 
Negativity  within  which  even  the  triple  muscle  of  the 
Notion  lay  a hidden  Nisus,  retracted  into  trans})arency. 
To  Hegel  even  the  veiy  way  which  had  led  to  this  was, 
so  far,  fabe ; it  was  but  the  chain  of  the  finite  cate- 
gories ; and  their  whole  truth  was  this  negative  One. 
Thus  it  was  that  Hegel  completed  the  whole  movement  of 
which  Kant,  Fichte,  and  Schelling  had  been  successive 
vital  knots  ; but  still  this  completion  he  reached  only  by 
making  good  his  attachment  directly  to  the  first  of  tliem. 
This  was  elTected  by  the  entire  realisation  and  vitalisa~ 
tion  of  Logic,  even  scholastic  Logic  (which  Kant  had 
begun),  by  reduction  simply  of  the  All  into  the  simply 
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tcchuical  moments  of  Logic  as  named  Simple  Apprehen- 
sion, &c.,  through  substitution  of  his  own  conscious  con- 
crete Notion  (whicli,  in  a word,  is  but  the  one  existent, 
and  tlie  only  existent,  Entelechie  of  Uiflerence  and 
Identity),  for  the  unconscious  abstract  Notion  of  Kant 
that  lay  in  the  question:  ‘How  are  a priori  S5'nthetic 
J udgments  possible  ? ’ It  is  tliis  literalitij  which  we 
assert  to  have  been  universally  missed,  and  we  claim  to 
have  discovered  the  Notion  which  Hegel  meant,  wJiat 
we  call  the  concrete  Universal,  as  well  as  the  precise 
nature  of  the  genesis  of  this  notion  with  special  refer- 
ence to  Kant. 

It  often  happens  that,  when  particular  announce- 
ments of  this  nature  are  made,  many  previous  general 
expressions  come  to  be  collected  which  seem  verj’  fairly 
to  convey  the  particularity  announced.  Now  these 
ex  post  facto  coincidences,  as  they  may  be  termed,  while 
they  belong  to  the  peculiar  industry  of  the  more  rats 
of  literature,  are  themselves  particularly  delusive  and 
deceptive.  In  these  very  volumes  we  have  many 
instances  in  point.  Some  of  these  instances  'we  shall 
adduce  by  way  of  illustration  just  as  they  occur. 

‘ Hegel  is  quite  in  earnest  -when  he  maintains  the 
co-incidence  of  History  and  of  Logic : ’ this  (vol.  i. 
p.  38)  is  a very  explicit  and  perfectly  categorical 
statement ; nevertheless,  it  was  probably  written  years 
before  tlie  true  thought,  or  anything  like  the  true 
thought,  of  the  fact  which  it  seems  to  convcjq  had 
dawned  on  the  mind  of  tlie  writer.  Plato’s  rauroy  and 
^ars^ov,  as  well  as  a triad  of  an  sich,  ausser  sich,  and 
fur  sich,  are  spoken  of,  not  far  from  the  same  neighbour- 
hood, but  quite  blindl)'  as  to  the  true  issues  involved. 
‘ Tims  Hegel,  horsed  on  his  idea,  penetrates  and  per- 
meates the  whole  univer.se  both  of  mind  and  matter,  and 
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construes  all  into  a one  individuality:  The  Whole  is  to  be 
conceived  as  an  organic  idea — a concrete  idea : He  who 
understands  Hegel’s  word  Begriff,  understands  Hegel.’ 
These  statements  • are  also  very  strikingly  correct,  the 
last  in  especial  seems  to  reach  the  root ; yet  they  are 
made  years  in  advance,  and  had  I left  the  subject  then, 
I should  have  left  it  wholly  ignorant  of  Hegel.  Here 
follow  a few  more  such  blind  guesses,  results  of  external 
comparison,  on  the  part  of  one  absolutely  denied  as 
yet  entrance  to  the  internal  truth.  ‘ The  process  pic- 
tured in  the  History  of  Philosophy  is  the  process  of 
Philosophy  itself : It  is  the  peculiar  natime  of  the  Idea  to 
be  the  union  of  the  universal  and  the  particular  in  the 
individual : Kant’s  categories  form  really  the  substance 
of  Hegel : Hegel’s  general  undertaking,  indeed,  seems 
to  be,  to  restore  the  evolution  immanent  to  thought 
itself  (which  evolution  has  only  presented  itself  con- 
cretely and  chronologically  in  the  particular  thinkers 
preserved  in  History) — to  restore  this  evolution  to 
universal  consciousness  in  abstract  purity,  &c.  &c.’  f 
Such  instances,  however,  are  so  far  unsatisfactory  in 
that  they  rest  only  on  one’s  own  authority.  Two 
examples  which  we  have  already  seen  in  this  con- 
nexion from  Spinoza  may  be  attended  with  more  con- 
viction. The  first  occurs  under  Eemark  1 of  the  first 
Chapter  on  Quantity:  it  is  that  which  relates  to  a 
Quantity  of  Imagination  as  different  from  one  of  Intel- 
lect. Now,  both  Kant  and  Hegel  are  here  anticipated 
and  in  leading  distinctions ; nevertheless,  it  is  quite 
certain  that  Kant  knew  nothing  of  this,  and  that  Hegel 

• They  occur  toL  i.,  pp.  70,  vol.  i.  The  last,  however  exact  it 
80.  seem,  is  due  only  to  an  external 

t To  be  found  respectively  at  look  at  the  first  portions  of  the 
pages  82,  89,  97,  and  195,  of  ' Phaenomenologie.’ 
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was  able  to  perceive  it  only  when  he  had  made  his 
own  progress  in  Kant  and  from  Kant  The  other 
example  is  that  of  the  Intellectual  and  Imaginative 
Infinite,  w'hich  occurs,  about  one-third  of  the  Avay  on, 
ill  the  long  Mathematical  note  with  which  Quantity  is 
terminated  in  vol.  ii. 

On  the  whole,  we  have,  for  our  part,  no  hesitation 
in  concluding  that  words  which  as  they  fell  from  their 
speaker  related  only  to  some  isolated  particular,  or  to 
some  result  of  mere  outside  comparison,  may  be  found 
ex  post  facto  very  fairly  to  convey  some  whole  inner 
and  vital  truth  of  wide  application. 

SenWEGLEK. 

We  have  already  spoken  with  sincere  respect  of  this 
most  accomplished  man  and  admirable  writer ; and  it 
is  to  be  acknowledged  at  once  that  he  has  not  only 
perfectly  availal  himself  of  many  of  the  main  lessons 
both  of  Kant  and  Hegel,  but  that  he  possesses  also  an 
accurate  acquaintance  with  the  bulk  of  their  details. 
Nevertheless,  we  hold  that,  having  failetl  to  penetrate 
into  the  very  inmost  articulation  of  Kant’s  a priori 
elements,  he  missed  the  key  without  which  it  was  im- 
possible but  that  Ilegcl  must  have  remained  a mere 
outer  assemblage  and,  on  the  whole,  impervious  to 
him.  The  few  considerations  on  which  this  opinion 
rests  we  shall  mention  in  the  order  in  which  they 
occurred  to  us  in  perusing  his  book,  the  ‘ History  of 
Philosophy  in  Epitome.’ 

The  first  point  to  which  we  shall  advert  is  contained  in 
the  first  four  pages  of  the  excellent  little  work  alluded 
to,  and  relates,  on  the  part  of  Schwegler,  to  objections 
to,  or  rather  to  a rejection  of,  the  Hegelian  equation  of 
Philosophy  and  its  History.  In  passing  to  this  we  may 
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remark,  that  for  a Hegelian  he  unduly  accentuates  the 
relation  between  Philosophy  proper  and  the  Empirical 
Sciences  : ‘ Philosophy  (as  the  tliought  Totality  of  tlie 
Empirical)  stands  in  reciprocity  with  the  empirical 
sciences ; as  it  on  one  side  conditions  them,  it  is  itself 
again,  on  the  other  side,  conditioned  by  them.  There 
is  just  as  little,  therefore,  an  absolute  or  completed 
Philosophy  (in  time,  that  is  to  say,  generally  in  the 
coui'se  of  History)  as  there  is  a completed  Empiric  ’ 
(or  science  of  all  that  reaches  us  by  experience). 
There  is  here,  on  the  whole,  and  for  the  position,  too 
much  stress  laid  on  the  empirical  sciences,  and  too 
little  on  the  fact  of  an  independent  Logic,  which  is 
above  contingency,  which  is  a necessary  and  objective 
crystal  of  the  Empirical,  and  which,  if  it  changes,  at 
least  fluctuates  not  at  wdll  of  the  mere  vicissitude  of 
the  latter.  The  identification  of  the  historical  with 
the  logical  evolution  Schwegler  combats  from  the 
position  of  the  contingency  of  the  former.  He  says, 

‘ This  view  is  neither  to  be  justified  in  its  principle,  nor 
made  good  historically.’  But  he  who  were  thoroughly 
on  the  stand-point  of  Hegel,  would  see  that,  while  the 
contingency  (even  that  of  those  who  appear  on  the 
stage  of  History)  is  not  denied,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
its  relative  necessity  demonstrated,  the  principle,  all 
being  at  bottom  but  an  evolution  of  Thought,  must  be 
true,  and  must  be  capable  of  being  actually  discerned 
across  the  fluctuation  of  the  Outward.  Schwegler’s 
imperfect  discrimination  of  the  elements  concerned  is 
seen  also  in  his  particular  objections  as  to  the  notions 
of  Heraclitus  and  the  Eleatics  (with  reference  to  a place 
for  them  in  Logic)  that  they  ai'e  ‘ impure  and  materially 
coloured,’  or  as  to  the  Ionic  Philosophy  that  it  began 
‘ not  with  Seyn  (Being)  as  abstract  notion,  but  with 
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what  is  concretest  and  crassest,  the  material  notion  of 
water,  air,  &c. ; ’ and  that,  accordingly,  ‘ Hegel  would 
have  more  consistently  quite  rejected  the  Ionic  Philo- 
sophy.’ It  is  rather  eminently  Hegelian  quite  to 
acknowledge  the  impurity  and  crassitude  of  all  com- 
mencements; though  it  is  equally  Hegelian  that  this 
impurity  and  crassitude  should,  under  pouring  of  the 
menstruum  of  thought,  clear  into  the  lineaments  of  the 
notion  which,  despite  the  clouding  opacity,  was  never 
absent  Schwegler  admits  himself  that  the  function 
of  Philosophy  is  to  find  in  Vicissitude  a Fixed,  that 
Philosophy  begins  ‘there  where  an  ultimate  ground 
of  the  Becnt,  of  what  is,  is  philosophically  sought 
and  this  is  precisely  the  position  he  opposes. 

‘ History  is  not  a count  to  be  exactly  summed  up : 
there  must  be  no  talk  of  an  a priori  construction 
of  History.’  But  do  such  expressions  really  affect 
Hegel?  Would  Hegel  a priori  construct  history, 
or  even  count  it  up  like  a sum  in  arithmetic?  The 
concrete  is  a hither  and  thither  of  contingency ; there 
are  difficulties  and  checks  of  all  kinds,  chronological 
and  other : Hegel  denies  them  not ; he  would  only 
with  masteiful  hands  rive  them  from  before  the 
face  of  the  notion.  ‘The  datum  of  Experience  is 
to  be  taken  as  a datum,  a something  given  over 
to  us  just  so,  and  the  rational  system  of  this  datum 
is  to  be  analytically  set  out;  the  Speculative  Idea 
will  for  the  arrangement  and  scientific  connexion 
of  this  historical  datum  furnish  the  Eegulative : Al- 
most everywhere  the  historical  development  is  diflerent 
from  the  notional : While  the  logical  progress  is  an 
ascent  from  the  abstract  to  the  concrete,  the  historical 
development  is  almost  always  a descent  from  the 
concrete  to  the  abstract : Philosophy  is  synthetic,  the 
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history  of  Philosophy  analytic : We  may  maintain, 
therefore,  with  more  justice  exactly  the  opposite  of 
the  Hegelian  Thesis  and  say  what  is  an  sich  the  first 
is  ftir  uns  just  the  last.’  It  will  not  be  difficult  to 
perceive  that  there  is  the  same  incomplete  conscious- 
ness of  Hegel’s  true  position  in  these  extracts  also,  the 
burthen  of  which  Hegel  would  partly  accept  and 
partly  reject,  as  what  has  been  said  already  will 
enable  the  reader  to  see.  It  is  worth  while,  per- 
haps, remarking  that  the  evolution  of  thought  being 
Gesetztseyn,  is  at  once  of  an  analytic  and  a synthetic 
nature.*  Schwegler’s  reversal  of  the  Hegelian  ‘ an  sich 
Oder  fiir  uns’  is  also  worth  pointing  out.  We  have 
another  instance  of  it  at  pages  82,  83,  where  he  says, 
. ‘ Virtue  is  to  be  defined  as  the  keeping  of  the  due 
middle  in  practice — not  the  arithmetical  middle,  the 
middle  an  sich,  but  the  middle  fiir  uns.’  Schwegler 
is,  of  course,  at  hberty  to  use  these  terms  as  he  pleases; 
but,  as  we  have  seen,  the  distinction  implied  in  them 
by  Hegel  is  one  eminently  subtle  and  difficult,  and 
may  accordingly  have  escaped  Schwegler.  Hegel’s 
use  of  them  as  synonymes  is  beyond  a doubt  Under 
‘ Die  Schranke  und  das  SoUen,’  ‘ the  Limitation  and  the 
To-be-to,’  we  have  already  seen  and  come  to  under- 
stand ‘das  SoUen  ist  nur  an  sich,  somit  fiir  uns;’  it 
has  been  pointed  out  also  that  this  distinction,  while  it 
probably  begins  in  the  ‘ Introduction’  to  the  ‘ Phaeno- 
menologie,’  is  to  be  found  in  the  ‘ Preface’  as  well ; 
and  here  are  three  more  examples  to  the  same  effect : 
Encyc.  § 162,  and  Logic,  vol.  ii.  pp.  20  and  73,  we 
have,  ‘Begriffe  an  sich,  oder  was  dasselbe  Ki,fvr  uns,' 
— ‘nicht  nur  an  sich,  das  hiesse  fUrimsoderin  der  aus- 
seren  Keflexion,’ — and  ‘so  ist  es  an  sich  oder  fiir 
uns  bestimmt.’  Hegel’s  intention  with  the  phrase  is 
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beyond  a question,  then,  and  the  synonyme  of  ‘ outer 
Reflexion’  in  tlie  last  example  but  one  not  only  con- 
finns  the  signification  already  attached  to  it,  but  con- 
siderably lessens  the  difficulty  with  which  it  seemed 
burthened.  He,  then,  who  reverses  this  distinction, 
though  of  course  free  to  do  so,  risks  his  reputation  as 
a student  of  Hegel. 

From  pages  45  and  67,  I adduce  now  two  passages, 
which — the  former  as  regards  the  Notion  and  the 
latter  as  regards  the  Idea — show  that,  even  in  writing 
on  Philosophy,  a German  may  say  the  Notion  and  the 
Idea  when  he  means  thereby  neither  the  Notlbn  nor 
the  Idea  of  Hegel,  but  simply  the  abstract  universals 
of  generahsation : ‘ That  all  human  action  reposes  on 
knowledge,  all  thought  on  the  notion,  to'  this  residt 
Plato  was  already  able  to  arrive  through  the  generali- 
sation of  the  Socratic  Teaching  itself:’  ‘If  Plato  had 
taken  his  station  in  the  Idea  in  order  to  interpret  and 
explain  the  Given  and  Empirical,  Aristotle  takes  his 
pliice  in  the  Given  in  order  to  find  and  demonstrate  in 
it  the  Idea.’ 

With  reference  to  Aristotle,  Schwegler  has  occasion 
to  speak  of  what  must  have  suggested  the  notion  of 
Hegel  to  him  had  he  knorvn  it;  but  (pp.  73,  74,  75, 
&c.)  even  in  talking  of  ‘Zweek’  and  ‘Entelechie’  as 
‘vollendetcs  Wesen,’  and  in  reducing  the  four  Aristo- 
telian Causes  to  Matter  and  Fonn,  he  is  not  tempted 
to  remark  on  the  striking  essential  analogy  to  the 
Concrete  Notion,  but,  on  the  contrary,  concludes  in  tliis 
absolutely  anti-IIegelian  fa.shion : ‘ There  remains  to 
us,  therefore,  the  two  ground-principles  ichich  pass  not 
into  each  other.  Matter  and  Form.’  There  is  a certain 
defence  to  Schwegler  here  in  this,  that  it  is  from  the 
position  of  Aristotle  he  speaks,  and  not  from  that  of 
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Hegel : but  then  the  irresistible  temptation  to  correlate 
Aristotle’s  notions  with  the  notion  of  Hegel,  had  he 
kno^vn  this  latter, — if  not  here,  at  least  elsewhere  ? 

Schwegler’s  summary  of  Kant  is  a very  excellent 
one,  and  perhaps  the  very  best  that,  in  a geneiul 
literary  point  of  view,  has  been  yet  given.  When 
compared,  however,  wdth  the  skeleton  which  on  tliis 
subject  Hegel  bore  in  his  head,  and  which  he  allows 
us  to  see  in  liis  various  critiques,  and  especially  in  that 
which  occurs  at  the  commencement  of  the  Encyclo- 
paedia, we  see  how  much  this  summary  of  Schwegler 
is  in  its  kind  external.  Light  here  with  him  is  always 
in  pro{x>rtion  to  tlie  eaMness  and  not  to  the  difficulty 
of  what  is  summarised ; and  thus  tlie  discussion  of 
the  Eeligious  and  the  Practical  parts  is  much  more 
satisfactory  than  that  of  the  strictly  Metaphysical.  We 
just  touch  on  a particular  point  or  two  : — 

At  page  154,  we  find : ‘ The  Kritik  of  Pure  Reason, 
says  Kant,  is  the  Inventarium  of  all  our  possessions 
through  pure  reason  systematically  arranged.’  This 
strikes  strangely  on  one  at  home  witli  Kant ; for  eveiy- 
one  who  is  really  so,  has  been  so  much  accustomed 
to  hear  the  Kritik,  however  complete  as  ground-plan 
and  system  of  inchoative  principles,  always  spoken  of 
as  but  propcedeutical  to  the  Science  of  Metaphysic 
itself,  or  to  the  Transcendental  Philosophy  as  sucli, 
that  it  grates  at  once.  And  tliis  is  really  the  truth, 
and  these  words  of  Schwegler’s  are  never  used  by 
Kant  in  any  such  connexion  : on  exammation  they 
will  be  found  to  be  taken  from  the  Preface,  and  to 
be  used  there,  not  in  reference  to  Kritik,  but  to  Meta- 
plysic.  It  was  only  in  tlu^  future  that  Kant  contem- 
plated such  complete  Inventarium  as  a completed 
system  of  Philosophy.  The  matter  may  seem  small,  but 
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it  points  at  least  to  a certain  slovenliness  of  information 
on  the  part  of  Schwegler. 

At  page  150,  again,  we  have  : ‘The  question,  there- 
fore, which  Kant  set  at  the  head  of  his  whole  Kritik, 
How  are  a synthetic  judgments  possible?  . . . . 
must  be  answered  with  an  unconditional  No.’  This, 
too,  grates  ; for  we  know  the  contrary : we  know  that 
Kant  has  pointed  to  whole  spheres  of  such  judgments, 
and  has  demonstrated  in  his  way  the  rationale  of 
them ; nay,  we  know  that  that  is  the  express  one 
object  of  his  whole  Kritik  and  Kritiken.  It  may  be 
said  that  Schwegler  must  have  had  in  his  mind,  that 
to  every  fact  of  actual  knowledge  Kant  postulated 
elements  of  sense  as  well  as  those  of  intellect.  But  such 
defence  were  null,  and  from  more  points  of  view  than 
one ; for,  in  the  first  place,  the  knowledge  of  these 
a priori  principles,  though  abstract,  were  still  a know- 
ledge, and  would  not  be  denied  by  Kant ; in  the  second 
place,  there  are,  in  Kant’s  system,  a priori  elements 
of  sense,  as  well  as  of  intellect,  which  give  occasion 
to  the  conjunction  ncces-sary  for  such  a jrriori  synthetic 
judgments,  and  have  been  expressly  anatomised  by 
Kant  for  this  very  purpose  ; and,  in  the  third  place, 
Kant  actually  details  classes  of  such  a prion  synthetic 
judgments.  Nay,  at  page  159,  Schwegler  himself  says  : 

‘ These  are  the  only  possible  and  authenticated  syn- 
thetic judgments  a priori,  the  ground-lines  of  all  and 
every  Metaphysic.’  Thus,  then,  Schwegler  categorically 
contradicts  himself,  and  declares  that  there  are  such 
judgments — this  in  spite  of  his  ‘unconditional  No!’ 
Again,  though  it  Is  true  that  the  judgments  men- 
tioned are  to  bo  viewed  as  Metaphysical  ground- 
lines,  it  is  not  true  that  ttiese  are  the  only  synthetic 
judgments  a priori ; for  does  not  Kant  regard  all  the 
propositions  of  pure  Mathematic  as  a priori  synthe- 
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tics,  and  are  not  these  a goodly  number? — These 
things  belong  to  that  special  central  domain  of  Kant 
which  came  to  him  straight  from  Hume,  which  was 
his  own  principal  and  principial  industry,  and  which 
passed  straight  from  his  hands  into  those  of  Hegel,  to 
constitute  there  the  central  domain  of  this  last  also — 
the  domain  which,  if  we  are  correct,  is  precisely  that 
which  has  remained  unvisited,  and  is  thus  the  cause  of 
all  existent  difficulty  and  ignorance.  Here,  then,  we 
conceive  Schwegler  not  only  open  to  the  charge  of 
slovenliness,  but  of  very  deficient  information,  and  that, 
too,  in  regard  to  a main — or  rather  the  main  topic. 

Then  to  Schwegler  the  Hegelian  system  arises  di- 
rectly out  of  that  of  Schelling,  and  he  has  no  per- 
ception of  that  whole  field  of  considerations  the  issue 
of  which  is  the  partial  ehmination  of  Fichte  and  Schel- 
ling, and  the  attachment  of  Hegel  directly  to  Kant : in 
short,  he  knows  only  the  common  and  stereotyped 
view  of  what  is  called  the  Literature  of  the  subject'. 
He  says,  p.  222,  ‘ From  reflexion  on  this  one-sidedness 
(of  Schelling)  the  Hegehan  Philosophy  arose  ; it  holds 
fast,  as  against  Fichte,  with  the  then  SchelUngian  Phi- 
losophy, that  not  a Singular,  the  Ego,  is  the  Prius  of 
all  Ecality,  but  a Universal,  which  comprehends  in 
itself  every  Singular.’  We  may  point  out,  in  passing, 
that  the  phrase  ‘ a Universal  which  comprehends  in 
itself  every  Singular,’  were  correct  language  if  applied 
to  what  wo  name  the  concrete  notion.  It  has  no 
such  application,  nevertheless,  but  refers  only  to  the 
common  consciousness  on  this  subject — that  Hegel, 
namely,  leads  all  up  at  last  into  the  ‘ Absolute  Spirit.’ 
We  find  him,  indeed,  a line  or  two  further  down 
speaking  of  the  ‘ Idea  as  the  Absolute,’  withont  men- 
tion anywhere  of  the  relation  of  the  Notion  to  the  Idea. 

At  pages  223,  227, 228,  his  perception  of  the  method 
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and  general  industiy  of  Hegel  will  be  found  to  be 
wholly  from  without,  wholly  as  of  a process  and 
endeavour  external  and  mechanical-,  there  seems  not 
even  a dream  of  the  one  living  force  which  is  the 
creative  pulse  of  the  whole.  ‘ The  Absolute,’  he  says, 
‘ is,  according  to  Hegel,  not  Being,  but  Development ; 
explication  of  diflerences  and  antitheses  which,  how- 
ever, are  not  self-dependent,  or  at  all  opposed  to  the 
Absolute,  but  each  singly  as  all  together  form  only 
moments  within  the  self-development  of  the  Absolute.’ 
‘ The  Hegelian  Logic  is  the  scientific  exposition  and 
development  of  the  pure  Eeason-notions,  of  those 
notions  or  categories  which  underUe  all  thought  and 
being,  which  are  Jis  much  the  ground-principles  of 
subjective  cognition,  as  the  immanent  soul  of  objective 
Reality,  of  those  Ideas  in  which  the  Spiritual  and  the 
Natural  have  their  coincidence-point.  The  realm  of 
Txigic  is,  says  Hegel,  Truth  as  it  is  without  veil  fiir 
sich.  It  is,  as  Hegel  also  figuratively  expresses  him- 
self, the  exposition  of  God  as  he  is  in  his  eternal 
essence  before  the  creation  of  the  world  and  any  finite 
Spirit’  ‘Hegel  has  endeavoured,  1,  completely  to 
collect  the  pure  Reason-notions ; 2,  critically  to  purge 
them  (that  is  to  say,  to  exclude  all  that  were  not  pure 
perception-less  thought) ; and,  3, — what  is  the  most 
characteristic  j)cculiarity  of  the  Hegelian  Logic, — to 
deiive  them  dialectically  from  one  another,  and  com- 
plete them  into  an  internally  articulated  system  of 
pure  Reason.’  ‘ The  lever  for  this  development  is  the 
diahxitic  method  that  advances  by  negation  from  one 
notion  to  another.’  ‘ Negation  is  the  vehicle  of  the 
dialectic  march.  Every  previously  established  notion 
is  negated,  and  out  of  its  negation  a higher,  richer 
notion  is  won.  This  method,  which  is  at  once  analytic 
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anti  synthetic,  Hegel  has  carried  out  throughout  the 
whole  system  of  the  Science.’ 

This  language  is  not  incorrect ; it  is  largely  Hegel’s 
own.  But  this  is  its  defect ; Hegel’s  indirect  ways  have 
not  been  penetrated,  and  the  one  secret  found.  What 
sense,  for  instance,  is  there  in  this  negation  of  which 
Schwegler  speaks  ? How  different  it  would  have  been 
could  he  but  have  explained  it ! We  have  objected 
already  to  an  expression  above  being  considered  figu- 
rative. It  appears  to  us  also  that  Hegel  himself  would 
have  very  much  objected  to  that  ascription,  to  him  of 
collecting  the  categories  and  critically  purging  them. 
In  short,  what  we  have  here  are  but  external  views, 
and,  on  the  whole,  the  Literature  of  the  subject! 

Nor  does  Schwegler,  when  arrived  at  the  notion  of 
the  notion,  manifest  any  consciousness  of  what  is  truly 
before  him.  Speaking  (p.  231)  of  Eeciprocity,  wliich 
we  know  now  to  be  the  very  nidus  where  the  Notion 
is  bom,  he  says,  ‘ We  have,  therefore,  again  a Seyn  (a 
Being)  that  di.sjoins  itself  into  sevend  Self-dependents, 
which  are,  however,  immediately  identical  with  it : this 
unity  of  the  immediacy  of  Being  with  the  self-dis- 
junction of  Essence  is  the  Notion.’  And  this  is  all : 
there  is  not  one  word  of  that  marvellous  dialectic  in 
w’hich  w'e  get  sight  of  the  Particular  as  in  a trans- 
parent distinction  which  is  none,  between  the  Univer- 
sal and  the  Singular,  each  of  which  is  but  negative 
reflexion  into  self  and  the  same  negative  reflexion,  and 
thus  come  at  length  actually  to  see  the  Notion,  actually 
to  reaUsc  at  length  the  notion  of  the  notion.  After 
the  sentence  just  quoted,  Schwegler  ])roceeds  to  define 
the  notion,  and  he  begins  thus : ‘ Notion  is  that  in  the 
other,’  &c.  He  says  Notion  is  so  and  so,  not  the  No- 
tion is  so  and  so  ; the  notion,  therefore,  is  to  him  just 
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notion,  just  notion  in  general,  the  abstract  universal  of 
thinking  as  opposed  to  sense.  In  fact,  when  a German 
begins  a sentence  with  a noun  thus  without  article,  the 
idiomatic  English  translation  would  require  us  to  begin 
with  the  indefinite  article, — to  say  here,  then,  a notion 
is  so  and  so.  But  let  us  give  the  whole  definition : 
‘Notion  is  that  in  the  other  which  is  identical  with 
itself ; it  is  substantial  Totality,  the  moments  of  which 
(Singular,  Particular)  are  themselves  the  whole  (the 
Universal),  Totality  which  as  well  allows  the  difference 
free  play  as  it  embraces  it  into  unity  within  itself.’ 
When  a man  once  knows  the  notion,  it  is  not  difficult 
for  him  to  see  assonances  to  it  in  this  definition ; but 
would  he  ever  have  learnt  it  from  it  ? These  are  but 
vague  words,  vaguely  and  imperfectly  copied  from 
others ; and  what  their  own  author  is  determined  only 
to  see  in  them  is  a notion  in  general,  the  Socratic  Uni- 
versal, Plato’s  Idea,  as  the  Idea  of  a man,  a table,  &c. 
This  is  evident  from  the  words,  ‘ it  is  that  in  the  other.' 

‘The  spiritual  substance  (p.  241)  of  the  Eevealed 
Eeligion  or  of  Christianity  is  consequently  the  same  as 
that  of  Speculative  Philosophy,  only  that  it  is  expressed 
there  in  the  wise  of  the  Vorstellung,  in  the  form  of  a 
history,  here  in  the  wise  of  the  notion.’  There  is  no 
reason  to  suppose  here  either,  that  the  notion  is  meant; 
the  particular  words  are  just  Hegel’s  own  ; Hegel  him- 
self uses  Begriff  in  some  three  senses;  and  there  is  no 
reason  to  suppose,  from  anything  in  the  whole  book, 
that  Schwegler  ever  saw  more  in  the  notion  than  Plato’s 
abstract  universal,  as  now  specialised  and  particularised, 
at  most,  by  Kant  and  Hegel  under  the  name  of  Cate-  . 
gories,  and  as  opposed  to  Vorstellung. 

It  is  to  be  said,  too,  that  the  whole  statement  of 
Hegel’s  system  in  Schwegler  is  external,  and  reads  to 
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everyone  at  first — to  everyone  at  first,  at  least,  who  is 
not  already  an  adept — just  like  a caricature,  for  which 
conviction  can  be  expected  from  no  sane  human  being. 
On  the  whole,  we  believe  ourselves  right,  then,  how- 
ever willing  we  may  be  to  ascribe  to  Schwegler  parti- 
cipation in  the  spirit  and  extensive  external  knowledge 
both  of  Kant  and  Hegel,  in  denying  him  to  have  en- 
tered a certain  internal  adytum  of  either,  which,  never- 
theless, is  absolutely  essential  to  knowledge. 

EoSENKILUiZ. 

Though  not  superior  to  Schwegler  so  far  as  partici- 
pation in  the  spirit  of  Kant  and  Hegel  is  concerned, 
Rosenkranz  has,  probably  seen  more  clearly  into  the 
intimate  connexion  between  these  two,  studied  more 
closely  the  Particular  of  the  latter  of  them,  and  brought 
himself  just  generally  into  more  intimate  relations  with 
the  dialectic  whole.  Nevertheless,  we  cannot  make  out 
that  Eosenkranz  has  ever  discerned  either  the  literal 
attachment  of  Hegel  to  Kant,  or  the  one  thing  that 
unites  both  and  constitutes  the  single  principle  of  the 
former — the  Concrete  Universal.  In  support  of  this 
opinion  we  shall  take  our  evidence  from  the  ‘ Wissen- 
schaft  der  Logischen  Idee,’  which,  as  published  so  lately, 
and  as  expressly  devoted  to  a review  and  reformation 
of  the  Hegelian  Logic,  promises  to  be  amply  sufficient 
as  relevant  authority. 

It  is  to  be  admitted  at  once  that  Eosenkranz  has 
again  and  again  perfectly  expressed  the  process  of  the 
Absolute,  as  that  which  is  as  well  First  as  Last,  Begin- 
ning as  Result,  that  which  returns  into  itself,  the 
movement  which  from  itself  determines  itself,  &c.  Nor 
less  is  it  to  be  admitted  that  he  has  a hundred  times 
accentuated  the  ‘ unity  of  opposites,’  as  well  as  (at 
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least  once)  directly  meutiuned  the  triplicity,  Identity, 
Difference,  and  Eeduction  of  Difference  into  Identity. 
Nay,  Eosenkranz  has  actually  told  us  foreigners  that 
the  first  thmg  we  had  to  do  was  to  understand  Kant’s 
question,  ‘ How  are  a priori  synthetic  judgments  pos- 
sible ? and  tills  idea  of  an  a priori  synthetic  judgment 
he  has  further  identified  with  the  more  abstract  state- 
ment, ‘ a unity  of  opposites.’  * Nevertheless,  we  can- 
not help  believing  Eosenkranz  to  possess  but  a scattered 
vision,  the  rays  of  which,  were  they  fairly  brought  to- 
gether, would,  perhaps,  astonish  himself.  We  cannot 
believe  him  to  see  that,  as  Aristotle  made  explicit  the 
abstract  universal  impUcit  in  Socrates,  Ilegel  made 
explicit  the  concrete  universal  implicit  in  Kant.  Neither 
can  we  believe  him  to  see  that  this  concrete  universal 
is  the  one  logical  nisiis  (nameable  Simple  Apprehen- 
sion, Judgment,  and  Eeason),  of  which  this  world,  with 
all  that  is  subjective  in  it,  and  with  all  that  is  objective 
in  it,  is  but  the  congeries.  With  the  exception  of  Hegel, 
has  any  man  yet  reached  this  simplicity ; Sincerity  with 
Idealism  means,  that  the  matter  (objects)  of  Simple 
Apprehension,  Judgment,  and  Eeason,  is  identical  with 
these  its  forms  ; or  has  this  been  ever  said  before  ? And 
yet,  when  it  is  said,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  the  identity  of 
Being  and  Thinking  means  the  same  thing.  In  this 
last  form  there  is  no  clue,  however;  whereas  the  other — 
The  ‘ Science  of  the  Logical  Idea  ’ opens  in  this 
manner  : ‘ Every  man  is  flung  unasked  into  a Together 
of  circumstances  to  wdiich  he  must  accommodate  him- 
self as  conditions  of  his  development.  Thus  in  my 
youth  I encountered  the  Hegehan  Philosophy  as  one 

• Rosenkranz,  however,  had  not  ‘ Synthetic  judgmenta  & priori 
far  to  look  for  this  identification : (i.e.  original  co-references  of  f)p- 

Ilegel  himself  (Encyc.  §.  40)  says,  posites).' 
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of  those  Powers,  in  struggle  with  which  my  destiny  lias 
shaped  itself.  Years  long  alternately  attracted  and 
repelled,  my  relation  to  this  Philosophy  has  assumed 
finally  this  issue,  that  I have  devoted  my  life  to  its 
critical  correction  and  systematic  perfection.  1 should 
like  to  complete  it  from  within  out,  in  order  to  pro- 
mote the  enjoyment  of  its  veritable  worth,  as  well  as 
the  fruitfulness  of  its  application  to  all  the  sciences,  &c.’ 

Now,  what  have  we  indicated  here? — A life  of 
struggle — of  never-ending — and  yet  struggle! 

Veritably  Kant  and  Ilegel  are  as  those  deserts  of  fable 
which  lead  to  palaces  of  prophecy,  but,  meanwhile, 
whiten  only  with  dead  men’s  bones  I Eosenkranz,  a 
man  of  unbounded  acquirement,  of  rich  endowment, 
of  keen  susceptibility,  of  quick  talent,  has  now  a life 
behind  him,  and  its  one  object — Hegel — is  unconquered 
still ! Surely  at  least  such  interpretation  of  the  quoted 
words  is  not  unjust.  Alternately  attracted  and  repelled 
during  long  years : this  is  not  success,  this  is  not  the 
language  of  possession  ; these  are  but  the  words  of  the 
baffled  but  still  passionate  wooer.  There  is  bitterness 
as  he  looks  back,  too,  on  the  length  of  the  struggle, 
and  thinks  of  what  has  been  gained ; he  sees  a Together 
of  circumstances  accommodation  to  which  was  but 
necessity ; and  he  cannot  help  dwelling  on  his  having 
been  committed  to  them  unasked.  The  task  is  not  yet 
complete  either : he  would  only  like  to  complete  it. 
It  is  true  that  Eosenkranz  would  have  us  assign  the 
incompletion  to  Hegel,  but  we  shall  be  nearer  the  truth 
should  we  assign  it  to  himself. 

These  considerations  are  strengthened  by  the  avowals 
of  the  next  paragraph,  which  records  his  experience  as 
Professor  of  Philosophy.  He  had  begun  with  Hegel 
simplidter ; doubts  arose ; for  ten  years  he  threw  him- 
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self  on  Aristotle,  but  alternated  him  with  Hegel ; he 
separated  Metaphysic  from  Logic  ; he  takes  Aristotle, 
Kant,  and  Hegel  together  and  compares  them,  &c. 
This  is  not  the  repose,  the  oneness,  of  an  intellect  con- 
vinced, of  a mind  assured.  If  Hegel  is  right,  his 
Logic  supersedes  all  that  has  gone  before  it;  for  in  it 
he  professes  to  have  brought  the  science  down  through 
all  tliese  two  thousand  years  which  separate  us  from 
Aristotle,  and  to  have  perfected  it  up  to  the  highest  level 
of  the  present  day.  Seclusion  to  Hegel,  accordingly, 
would  be  intelligible  if  Hegel  has  succeeded,  as  regres- 
don  to  Aristotle  if  Hegel  has  failed : but  what  arc  we 
to  say  of  an  alternation  of  both  ? — and  why  formally 
explain  and  compare  Aristotle,  Kant,  and  Hegel  as 
three  interests  apart,  independent,  each  for  itself?  If 
Hegel  is  right,  his  Logic  is  the  only  one  that  requires 
to  be  taught,  and  the  contributions  of  Aristotle  and 
Kant  can  be  duly  exhibited  as  they  present  themselves 
in  their  respective  places  there.  And  if  Hegel  is  not 
right,  why  trouble  with  him  at  all  ? 

The  critique  of  various  later  Logics  that  follows, 
confirms  the  same  inference  of  doubt,  hesitation,  vacil- 
lation on  the  part  of  Rosenkranz.  Hegel’s  Logic  being 
what  it  pretends  to  be,  there  is  but  short  work  needed 
as  regards  these  others.  Eosenkranz  seeks  to  classify 
these  Logics,  too,  from  the  notion  of  Thinking  in  gene- 
ral, and,  being  a sworn  enemy  of  aU  abstraction  unve- 
rified by  the  concrete,  he  would  like  to  correlate  each 
theoretical  stage  of  the  classification  with  an  actual 
historical  stage.  As  regards  this  latter  particular,  he 
knows  no  treatise  but  his  o^vn  ‘ where  a similar  attempt 
is  made.’  All  this,  as  in  a perfected  Hegelian,  is  far  from 
satisfactory.  Hegel’s  Logic  is  simply  the  development 
of  the  Notion  qua  Notion — that  is,  of  Thought  qua 
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Thought.  Hegel’s  Logic  ought,  then,  at  once  to  have 
supplied  what  Roscnki-anz  wanted,  a Topic  and  criteria, 
namely,  for  all  the  various  presentant  Logics.  Hegel’s 
Logic,  too,  is  supposed  to  be  correlative  to  historical 
fact,  though  it  could  not  by  ajiticipation  of,  so  to  speak, 
posthumous  Logics,  prevent  Eosenkranz  from  ranging 
these  too  in  subjection  to  the  'pure  tree,  were  he  so 
minded.  In  fact,  to  analyse  the  notion  of  Thought 
and  develope  thus  new  ckussifications  of  Logic,  is  simply 
to  put  the  Hegelian  Logical  classifications  to  the  rout, 
is  simply  to  be  untrue  to  Hegel,  is  simply  to  show  that 
one’s  mind  is  not  as  yet  made  up,  but  remains  still  witli- 
out  conviction  or  belief.  That  such  analyses  and  classi- 
fications should  be  considered  still  necessary,  leads  to 
but  one  inevitable  dilemma, — either  that  Hegel  is  not 
understood,  or  that  he  is  not  worth  understanding. 
Hegel  is,  of  coui-se,  not  absolutely  the  last,  and,  it  is 
to  be  hoped,  there  is  progress  still ; but  really  that  sort 
of  procedure  of  Eosenkranz  is  neither  progress  nor  ex- 
position : it  is  but  the  idle  wandering  to  and  fro  of  sub- 
jective unrest ; it  is  but  an  idle  subjective  ambition.* 

We  come  now  to  his  proposed  Eeform  of  Hegel,  to 
his  actual- objections  to  the  master,  and  specially  to  his 
system  of  Logic. 

‘ Li  the  first  place,’  says  Eosenkranz,  ‘ its  collective 
form  oscillates  between  a Dichotomy,  namely,  of  Ob- 
jective and  Subjective  Logic,  and  a Trichotomy,  namely, 

* One  of  Rosenkranz’  sentences  tmtes  the  general  speech  of  the  No- 
rn the  above  runs  thus  ; ‘ I wanted  tion  in  German  writers.  It  is  just 
to  show  proof  that  the  abstract  go-  short  for  the  abstraction  and  geno- 
nealogy  of  the  Notion  makes  good  ralisation  of  Thought  in  general : 
its  necessity  in  living  Fact.’  The  it  is  the  abstract  universal  of 
Notion  here  is  tliat  of  Thought  as  Thought  as  any  such ; not  as  the 
made  out  by  Rosenkranz,  with  spo-  Universal,  Hegel’s  Universal,  the 
cial  reference  to  his  critique  of  the  concrete  Notion, — the  Notion, 
various  recent  Logics.  This  illus- 
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of  the  doctrine  of  Being,  Essentity,  and  Notion.  The 
former  divi.'iion  repeats  the  old  one  of  Theoretical 
Philosophy  into  Metaphysic  and  Logic,  but  with  an 
expression  which  is  derived  from  the  sphere  of  con- 
sciousness, and  consequently  inappropriate  and  derang- 
ing. The  antithesis  of  object  and  subject  belongs  only 
to  the  spirit,  not  to  impersonal  Eeason.  The  Tricho- 
tomy repeats  the  Kantian  distinction  of  Understand- 
ing, Judgment,  and  Ileason.  This  distinction  of  Simple, 
Eeflexive,  and  Speculative  characters  is  one,  however, 
which  perv^ades  all  the  moments  of  the  whole  science, 
and  is,  therefore,  not  competent  to  afford  an  actual  prin- 
ciple of  division.’ 

Now,  all  these  objections  disappear  before  knowledge 
of  Hegel.  The  first  two  divisions  of  Logic  may  to- 
gether be  considered  objective,  for  they  are  both  stages 
of  consciousness  only,  not  of  Self-consciousness,  the 
beginning  of  which  constitutes  the  transition  from  the 
second  to  the  third.  This  is  seen  whether  we  consider 
that,  in  the  first  two  stages,  we  have  but  Apprehension 
and  Judgment  in  act,  or  that  what  is  acted  on  is  but 
outer,  as  Quality,  Quantity,  Substantiality,  Causality,  &c., 
wliile  in  the  third  stage  it  is  Eeason  acts,  and  consciously 
on  its  own  forms.  Besides,  it  is  Hegel  (through  Kant) 
who  is  the  subjective  Logic,  while  Hume,  Spinoza,  and 
so  backwards,  are  the  objective  Logic.  Up  to  recipro- 
city the  progress  was  not  Hegel’s ; after  reciprocity  the 
advance  is  due  to  his  conscious  subject.  This  last 
consideration  is  only  ancillaiy,  however.  Metaphysic 
is  rightly  taken  into  Logic ; for  Idealism  being  the 
truth,  all  the  principles  of  things  must  be  Logical. 
The  Trichotomy  is  ‘competent  to  afford  an  actual 
principle  of  division,’  and  for  the  reason  which  is 
supposed  to  prove  it  ‘ not.’  Indeed,  it  is  interesting  to 


Digitized  by  Google 


uegel’s  commentators. 


419 


observe  Eosenkranz  here  naming  some  of  the  nearest 
forms  of  ihe  notion  and  talking  of  one  di.stinction  per- 
vading the  whole,  without  the  slightest  consciousness  of 
the  connexion  and  living  unity  into  which  he  might 
throw  all.  The  Triads  of  Being,  Essentity,  Notion, — 
Understanding,  Judgment,  Eeason, — Simple,  Eeflex, 
Speculative, — are  named  together ; but,  instead  of 
being  correlated,  the  general  division  under  one  of  them 
is  declared  incompetent  because  another  of  them  per- 
vades all  the  moments  of  the  whole ! The  reason  pro 
is  to  Eosenkranz  the  reason  con.  The  ‘going  up  of 
the  light,’  however,  that  Kant  speaks  of  in  reference  to 
Thales  and  the  equilateral  triangle,  Galilei  and  his 
inchned  plane,  Torricelli  and  the  weighing  of  the  air, 
Stahl  and  his  chemical  transformations,  &c.,  is  a 
curious  thing!  A man  shall  read  over  the  right 
pas-sages  scores  of  times  ; he  shall  even  have  executed 
a translation  of  the  Encyclopaedia,  say ; yet  the  light 
of  the  notion  shall  oidy  rise  to  him  when  occupied  -on 
some  other  I So  here  Eosenkranz  names  individuals, 
but  brings  not  together  into  the  One. 

Logic  as  Logic,  then,  is  its  own  element,  and  knows 
not  a Psychological  distinction ; but  Logic,  regarded 
as  a History,  was  immersed  in  the  object,  till  through 
Kant  and  Hegel  it  rose  to  the  subject.  Hume’s  Caus- 
ality is  outward,  but  Kant’s  Categories  are  inward,  and 
from  Kant  the  principle  that  moidds  is  subjectivity. 

The  second  objection  brought  forward  is  to  the 
transition  of  the  subjective  notion  into  objectivity,  as 
mechanical,  chcmicid,  and  teleological ; and  also  to  the 
admission  of  Life,  the  Good,  &c.,  into  Logic  ; as  if  Logic 
‘were  that  total  science  which  includes  in  it  even  reality 
itself.’  To  this  we  may  add,  that  Eosenkranz  objects 
also  to  the  transition  of  the  Logical  Idea  into  Nature, 
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as  ‘ the  crux  of  the  Ilegelianic,’  and  that,  so  far  as  the 
Teleological  notion  is  concemed,  he  here  offers  us  a 
Logic  re-distributed  in  its  interest,  and  so  that  it  (the 
Teleological  notion)  appears  intercalated  between  Essen- 
tity  and  the  Notion. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  in  the  first  place,  here, 
that  our  present  object  is  not  to  answer  objections  to 
Hegel,  but  to  apply  these  in  test  of  the  relative  know- 
ledge of  the  objector.  It  is  not  for  a moment  to  be 
pretended  that  Hegel  is  perfect,  that  there  are  not  sins 
in  him  both  of  omission  and  commission,  or  that  he 
may  not  be  amended  by  certain  of  the  suggestions  of 
Eoseukranz.  But  surely  it  is  inconsistent  to  seek  to 
force  upon  Hegel  matter  which,  it  can  be  shown,  he 
himself  refused.  The  following  passage  (Op.  cit.  p.  530) 
will,  perhaps,  sufficiently  explain  the  grounds  generally 
of  these  objections  of  Eosenkranz  : — 

The  transition  of  the  ideell  causality  of  the  notion  into 
the  reality  fulfilled  by  it  is  the  transition  of  the  End  out 
of  its  possibility  into  actuality,  its  execution  or  realisation. 
This  connexion  is  presented  by  Hegel  as  a 83'llogism ; the 
notion  of  the  End  is  through  the  Cleans  to  clasp  itself  in 
its  Execution  together  with  itself,  so  that  there  is  to  be  as- 
sumed in  the  result  no  other  Intent  than  was  already  present 
in  the  beginning.  We  have  already  admitted  that  a formal 
syllogism  may  be  certainly  as  well  pointed  out  here  as  in  the 
proce.ss  of  Mechanism  or  of  Chemism;  but  we  have  also 
noticed  that  a syllogism  in  the  sense  of  the  loyical  notion  of 
the  unity  of  the  Universal,  Particular,  and  Singular  is  still 
not  to  be  found  in  it.  A detailed  critique  of  the  logical 
incongruities  into  which  here  Hegel  has  fallen,  has  been 
given  by  Trendelenburg  in  his  ‘ Logische  Untersuchungen.’ 
We  fully  agree  with  him  when  he  says  of  the  Teleological 
notion — ‘ If,  in  the  manner  of  Hegel  in  the  application 
stilted,  the  Syllogism  be  looked  for  in  actual  existence,  the 
three  terms  are  then  arbitrarily  distributed  to  three  dif- 
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ferent  Realities  in  the  relation  of  Universal,  P.articular,  and 
Singular,  without  holding  fast  the  reciprocal  relation  of  logi- 
cal subordination.  In  the  teleological  nexus,  the  subjective 
thought  of  End  is  in  and  for  itself  universal ; but  it  is  not 
the  universal  genus  of  its  Means  and  of  its  Realisation : 
the  Means  are  in  themselves  the  Particular  and  Different, 
but  still  not  the  species  of  the  former  thought;  they  are 
really  subjected  to  it  and  are  ruled  by  it,  but  still  not  logi- 
cally subordinated  as  its  species;  the  realisation  of  the  End 
is  a Singular,  but  neither  the  individual  of  the  hetero- 
geneous Mean,  nor  of  the  thought  that  projects  the  End.  If 
it  be  said  that  the  ^lean  is  subordinated  to  the  Design  and 
the  Re.sult  to  both,  then  this  real  dependence  is  to  be  rigor- 
ou.sly  distinguished  from  the  logical  one,  which  arises  from 
the  relation  of  the  Comprehension  and  Extension  of  Notions, 
and  alone  conditions  the  Syllogism.’ 

What  Trendelenburg  says  here  is  simply  that  Uegel, 
when  he  is  in  the  third  chapter  of  his  Second  section, 
is  not  at  the  same  time  back  in  the  like  chapter  of  his 
First.  This  consideration,  had  it  occurred  to  Eoseti- 
kranz,  might  have  strengthened  his  amiability  to  resist 
the  authority  of  the  imposing  Trendelenburg,  who  only 
commits  here,  as  is  but  the  ordinaiy  habit  of  all  pro- 
fessed Logicians,  an  Ignoratio  Elenchi.*  That  is,  Hegel 
would  have  admitted  the  objection,  but  maintained  that 
his  position  was  untouched.  Hegel,  in  fact,  knows  all 

* observe  how  much  the  some-  sava  ; ‘ Elenchen  d.  i.  nach  des  Ari- 
what  laboriose  Latin  of  Trendelen-  stoteles  Erklaruiig,  H'ctiwvi,  wodurch 
burg-  is  behind  the  pithy  venmcular  man  goniithigt  wird  das  Gegentheil 
of  Hegel.  The  former  (El.  Log.  von  dem  zu  sagen,  was  man  vorher 
Arist,  Adnotuta,  §40)  says  : ‘ Ejus-  behaiiptet  hattc.’  To  the  neatness 
modi  igitur  refutatio  justa  conclu-  here  the  Italics  are  not  the  least 
slonesive  inductionesive  sj-llogismo  contribution.  It  will  be  difficult  to 
instituta  elenchm  vocatur,  cui  qui-  find  the  same  neatness  in  Aristotle, 
dem  primitus  id  adhrerct,  ut  in  and  possibly  Trendelenburg  follows 
eadem  aliquis  disputatione  argu-  not  .-Vristotle  but  Hegel  here. — X 
mentando  cogatur  autquod  affirma-  definition  so  good  is  of  general  in- 
\-it  negare  aut  quod  negavit  confi-  terest. 
teri.’  Hegel,  again  (Log.  i.  40(1), 
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that  already,  and  he  just  expressly  does  what  he  is 
reproached  with.  It  is  the  same  objection  that  lies 
against  the  admission  into  Logic  of  the  notion  of  Life, 
&c. ; and  at  page  244  of  the  third  volume  of  his  Logic, 
Hegel  will  be  found  fonually  explaining  the  grounds  of 
his  action.  These  grounds,  however,  concern  the  in- 
timate structure  of  his  whole  philosophy ; and  as  that 
has  been  missed,  they  themselves  have  not  been  re- 
garded. The  reader  wdll  do  well  to  refer  for  himself 
here.  The  transition  of  the  notion  into  objectivity  is 
equally  clear  before  the  consciousness  of  Hegel,  and 
equally  necessiiry  from  the  very  nature  of  his  system. 
From  page  121  of  the  second  volume  of  his  Logic 
we  see  that  he  expressly  contemplates  three  orders  of 
Seyn  (Being).  He  .saj's  there  : 

‘It  is  to  be  remembered  beforeliand  that,  besides 
immediate  Seyn  firetly,  and  secondly  Existence— tha 
Seyn  that  springs  out  of  Wesen  (Esscntity),  there  is  a 
further  Seyn. — the  Objectivit}"  that  sjndngs  out  of  the 
Notion.’  Hegel  manifests  an  equally  express  con- 
sciousness as  regards  Teleology ; ‘ Where  design  is 
perceived,’  he  says  (Log.  vol.  iii.  p.  209),  ‘ there  is 
assumed  an  Undeisstanding  as  its  originator ; for  the 
Teleological  notion  there  is  required,  therefore,  the 
own,  free  existence  of  the  notion.’  At  i^age  77  of  the 
second  volume  we  have  also  this  other  distinct  state- 
ment : ‘ This  co-reference,  the  whole  as  essential  Unity, 
lies  only  in  the  Notion,  in  the  designfiil  End  .... 
The  teleological  ground  is  property  of  the  Notion,  and 
of  be-mediation  through  the  same,  which  is  Reason.’ 

Of  the  dcsignful,  clear  eye,  with  which  Hegel  worked, 
then,  we  are  not  allowed  to  doubt ; nor  ought  it  to  be 
dilhcult  for  us  to  be  convinced  that  there  could  be 
no  Zweck,  no  purpose,  no  design  in  existence  before 
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subjectivity,  and  that  it  would  have  been  absurd  in 
Hegel  to  develope  a consequent  in  anticipation  of  its 
antecedent.  Besides,  we  know  now  that  the  change 
proposed  by  liosenkranz  would  be  historically  false ; 
for  the  Begriff,  Kant’s  Begriff,  Hegel’s  Begriff,  was  the 
notional  Eeciprocity  that  rose  out  of  Hume’s  Causality. 
Yet  Eosenkranz  ‘ wants  to  maintain  the  right  of  the 
historical  development’ ! Not  only  does  he  contradict 
this  development,  however,but,  even  by  his  own  showing, 
that  of  the  notion  also  ; for  he  himself  observes  (p.  17) 
that  ‘ the  forms  of  Seyn  are  categorical,  those  of  We- 
sen  hypothetical,  and  those  of  the  BcgrifT  disjunctive 
which  alone  might  have  suggested  to  him  Eeciprocity 
as  the  immediate  foregoer  of  tlie  Notion.  That  Me- 
chanism and  Chemism  should  be  forms  of  Causality,  is 
no  objection  to  their  being  treated  where  they  are  ; for 
they  are  evidently  concreter  forms  than  abstract  caus- 
ahty, — forms  of  the  Begriff  in  objectivity  itself.  To 
Hegel,  Logic  is  the  prius  of  all ; and  in  it,  first  of  all, 
there  appears  in  tlie  abstract  form  of  the  notion  wliat- 
ever  is  afterwards  found  in  the  more  concrete  spheres 
of  Nature  and  Spirit.  It  belongs,  indeed,  to  the  depth 
of  Hegel’s  discernment  that  the  Good  should  be  re- 
garded by  him  as  a cognitive  element,  and  should  con- 
stitute to  him  the  transition  from  Understanding  to 
Eeason.  Why  Beauty  should  not  bi7  included  (another 
objection  of  Eosenkranz)  may  depend  on  this,  that  its 
abstract  elements — as  Kant  also  seems  to  have  thought 
— are  not  discrepant  from  those  of  Teleology,  and  that 
its  own  place  is,  like  that  of  Reliyion,  only  in  a very 
concrete  sphere. 

But  what  has  been  said  above  is  of  no  moment  in 
comparison  with  this : the  objection  that  Teleology, 
&c.,  are  not  technically  exact  syllogisms,  is  alone  cru- 
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dally  decisive  of  absolute  failure  to  perceive  the  single 
secret  of  Hegel.  Admit  this  objection,  and  the  whole 
fabric  of  Hegel  lies  in  piece.s  at  our  feet — perhaps  not 
even  with  the  exception  of  the  doctrine  of  the  syllo- 
gism it«elf.  The  principle  which  has  given  birth  to 
Being,  Nothing,  Becoming, — to  Being,  Tliere-being, 
Being-for-Self, — to  Quality,  Quantity,  Measure, — to 
Ground,  Phaenomenon,  Actuality, — to  Substance,  Cause, 
Reci|)rocity, — to  Being,  Essentity,  Notion, — is  abso- 
lutely the  sjune  as  that  which  gives  birth  to  Mechanism, 
Chemism,  Teleology;  and  if  the  objection  of  being  but 
'formal  syllogisms  is  fatal  to  these  three  last,  it  must 
be  considered  equally  fotal  to  all  the  others,  for  they 
also  are  in  precisely  the  same  manner  but  formal 
syllogisms,  A man  who  uses  the  language  of  Hegel 
cannot  help  naming  the  principle  of  Hegel ; but  to 
name  is  not  necessarily  to  see.  And  this  we  hold  to 
be  the  case  with  Bosenkranz.  Had  he  been  perfectly 
awake  to  what  was  in  hand,  he  would  have  hesitated 
before  contradicting  the  express,  deliberate,  perfectly 
conscious  action  of  Hegel ; and  the  hist  thing  tliat 
would  have  occurred  to  him  would  have  been  to  say, 
these  forms — whetlicr  later  or  earlier  than  the  syllo- 
gism— not  being  e.xactly  the  syllogism  proper,  must  be 
rejected.  How  could  they  be  the  syllogism  proper,  if 
either  later  or  earlier  ? — and  to  this  syllogism  proper  is 
tlie  whole  sj'stem  of  Hegel  required  to  shrink  ? Nay, 
observe  this  perfectly  conclusive  point : Bosenkranz 
actually  denies  tlie  presence  of  the  notion  in  any  triad 
but  (as  w^e  may  say)  its  own,  that,  namely,  where  it 
is  explicit : ‘ a syllogism,’  he  says,  ‘ in  the  sense  of  the 
loi/ieal  notion  of  the  unity  of  the  universal,  particular, 
and  singular  is  still  not  to  he  found  in  it,’ — and  the  con- 
text will  show  that  for  it  we  may  here  read  them.  To 


Digitized  by  Google 


. HEGEL’S  COMMENTATORS. 


425 


yield  to  Trendelenburg  here  was  to  confess  essential 
ignorance. 

These  same  views — and  something  more — he  ex- 
presses, at  pages  504-5,  thus  : — 

But  now  there  was  yet  another  revolution  in  linguistic 
usage  introduced  by  Hegel ; namely,  as  regards  the  word 
Notion.  He  declared  that  Substance  and  Subject  were  to  be 
taken,  not  as  if  the  Subject  were  to  be  subordinated  to  Sub- 
stance, but,  on  the  contrary,  as  if  the  latter  were  to  be  subor- 
dinated to  the  former,  and  maintained  that  essentially  for 
the  notion  of  truth  the  thing  was  to  recognise  Substance  as 
Subject.  He  sought  here,  as  the  eternally  memorable  pre- 
face to  the  ‘ Phaenomenologie  of  the  Spirit ' exhibits  in  the 
grandest  struggle  of  endeavour,  to  put  an  end  to  the  blind 
necessity  attaching  to  the  causa  imraanens  of  the  Spinosism 
which,  under  the  form  of  the  Absolute,  was  now  dominant, 
and  to  say  that  the  self-determination  of  Substance  it  was 
which  was  ground  of  nece.ssity.  With  this  thought  he  stood 
to  the  Schellingianism  of  the  day  in  the  same  relation  that 
the  monadology  of  Leibnitz  bore  to  the  immobility  and  in- 
difference of  the  one  Substance  of  Spinoza.  Schelling’s 
tractate  on  Free-will  wa.s,  some  years  later,  an  express  testi- 
mony to  the  truth  of  Hegel  here,  and  sought,  by  his  example, 
to  leap  from  the  position  of  mere  Reason  to  that  of  Spirit, 
though  of  Hegel’s  suggestion  and  instigation  mention  there 
was  none.  Now,  when  some  time  later  Hegel  in  his  ‘Logik’ 
advancetl,  in  reference  to  the  Reciprocity  of  Substance  with 
itself,  from  Necessity  to  Free  Will,  he  gra.sped  together  the 
whole  domain  of  the  Ideas  under  the  name  of  the  Subjective 
Notion,  and  at  first  occasioned  thereby  an  indescribable 
confu.sion ; for  this  word  had  had  till  then  the  significa- 
tion of  a subjective  Vorstellung,  repraesentatio,  or  of  a sub- 
jective Thought,  conceptus,  or  of  an  abstract  determina- 
tion of  understanding,  notio.  Certainly  it  was  not  unusual 
to  say  in  German  Notion  also  for  the  necessity  of  a thing 
itself ; for.  It  all  comes  to  the  notion  of  the  thing,  is  as  much 
as  to  say.  It  all  comes  to  the  necessity  of  the  essential  inner 
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nature  of  the  thing.  But  now  Notion  was  required  to  mean 
the  subjective  unity  of  the  Univo'sal,  tfce  Particular,  and 
the  Siuyular.  There  were  little  to  be  said  against  this, 
siuce  Aristotle  applies  in  the  same  manner,  but  sub- 
jective was  to  express  here  not  only  our  subjective  thinking 
of  a notion,  but  the  self-determination  to  its  differences 
which  lies  in  Substance  (im  ^^"esen),  wherein  we  have  uncon- 
ditionally to  acknowledge  a great  progress,  an  emancipation 
of  logical  forms  from  all  improper  psychological  admixtures 
and  adulterations.  Thus  far,  then,  therefore  we  should  be 
considered  to  agree  with  Hegel.  But  now  he  had  collocated 
the  Kantian  Categories  as  those  of  Being  and  Eissentity  under 
the  name  of  the  Objective  Logic,  and  so  made— from  the 
notion  of  Substance  out — the  transition  from  the  objective  to 
the  subjective  Logic;  and  now,  then,  again  in  the  subjective 
logic,  the  subjective  notion  was  to  set  itself  anew  as  the 
objective  notion  ; which  objective  notion,  however,  was  only 
to  extend  to  the  forms  of  the  objectiviscdion  of  the  notion  ; 
which  forms  are  its  realisation,  for  the  complete  notion, 
the  unity  of  subjective  and  objective,  was  to  be  only  the 
Idea.  Among  these  forms  Hegel  reckons  now  the  Teleologi- 
cal notion,  and  pre.sents  it  thereby  properly  only  as  a Mean 
of  the  subjective  notion  for  its  realisation.  Here  he  were 
completely  fallen  out  wuth  Aristotle,  who  subordinates  matter 
and  form  to  the  notion  of  design,  were  it  not  perceivable, 
partly  that  what  Hegel  calls  the  subjective  notion  coincides 
with  the  Teleological  notion  as  the  First,  from  which  the 
movement  issues ; partly  that  he  has  carried  over  the  objec- 
tive notion  of  End  into  the  notion  of  the  Idea  as  Self- 
End.  Only  by  means  of  this  confusion  of  the  loyical 
notion  with  the  notion  of  the  Idea  are  many  utterances  of 
Hegel  to  be  justified ; he  talks  of  the  notion,  of  the  divine, 
the  creative — the  free,  self-dependent  notion,  and  means 
therel)y  the  Idea,  If  the  objective  notion  is  to  be  product  of 
the  subjective,  it  must  possess  also  the  articulation  of  this 
latter  in  the  distinctions  of  Universal,  Particular,  and  Singular. 
Hegel  in  effect  has  endeavoured,  in  harmony  with  his  method, 
to  demonstrate  thi.s,  but,  as  we  believe,  with  a double  error: 
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firstly,  that  is,  through  the  presence  of  a formal  syllogism  in 
the  mechanical,  chemical,  and  teleological  processes  which 
are  to  constitute  the  forms  of  the  objective  notion;  and, 
secondly,  by  this,  that  these  processes  in  the  sphere  of  the 
idea  are  able  to  develope  themselves  into  systematic  unities. 
But  the  former  determination  is  too  little,  and  the  latter  too 
much.  The  former  is  too  little,  for  a formal  syllogism  pre- 
sents itself  as  early  as  the  categories  of  Being  and  of  Essen- 
tity ; the  latter  is  too  much,  because  the  objectivity  in  it  has 
no  longer  the  sense  of  intermediation  but  even  that  of  the 
adequate  expression  of  the  notion.  In  the  mechanical, 
chemical,  and  teleological  processes  as  such,  there  fails  the 
middle  term  of  the  Particular,  in  the  manner  in  which,  as 
the  o\vn  distinction  of  the  Universal,  it  forms  the  transition 
to  the  Singular,  &c. 

Roseiikraiiz  continues  in  tliis  way  to  censure  the 
transition  of  the  notion  into  mechanical,  chemical,  &c. 
objectivity  through  syllogisms  which  are  merely  formal, 
and  possess  not  the  veritable  universal,  particular,  and 
singular  of  the  technical  syllogism  proper.  He  alludes, 
as  we  see,  to  the  presence  of  a formal  syllogism  in 
the  earlier  categories;  but  he  gains  nothing  thus  on 
the  question  of  insight.  lie  seems  to  say  only  that, 
as  a formal  syllogism  was  present  then,  a formal  syllo- 
gism is  not  enough,  is  ‘ too  little  ’ now ; and  not  a 
ray  appears  to  strike  from  him  of  the  true  principles 
involved.  But  the  above  passage  has  been  principally 
quoted  as  bearing  on  this  last  question.  We  have 
here  Eosenkranz  expressly  declaring  what  he  kuoAvs 
about  the  notion.  It  is  not  worth  while  entering  into 
any  special  analysis,  however : with  the  double,  triple, 
and  variously  multiple  conftision  of  notion  and  notions 
which  exists  in  the  above,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  con- 
trast the  simplicity  of  the  Notion,  Kant’s  notion,  Kant’s 
Copernican  notion  raised  into  the  Hegehan,  Kant’s 
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Eeciprocity  raised  into  the  Hegelian  BegrifT — that  Be- 
griff  of  which  Hegel  himself  gives  us  the  BegrifT,  and 
which  we  have  no  excuse  in  failing  to  understand, — 
the  one  simple  and  single  concrete  Notion.  What 
does  the  BegrifT  of  the  BegrifT,  the  Notion  of  the 
Notion,  mean  ? It  means  that  the  Begrifl’,  the  one 
Notion  which  had  been  each  and  every  one  of  all 
these  manifold  Forms  from  Being  up  to  Eeciprocity,  is 
now  formally  the  BegrifT,  luis  now  reached  its  own 
appropriate  form  as  BegrifT,  and  this  is  true  both  Ilis- 
torically  and  L<igically.  This,  then,  is  the  divine,  the 
creative,  the  free,  the  self-subsistent  BegrifT,  and  Hegel 
means  it — exj)rossly  it — and  not  ‘ the  Idea,’  when  he 
uses  all  such  expressions  : for  if  the  Idea  is  its  ultimate 
Logical  stage,  it  itself  is  still  the  heart  and  soul  and 
spirit  of  the  Idea.  In  his  preface  to  the  second  edition 
of  his  Logic,  Hegel  tells  us  with  a pen  of  power  that 
the  categories  are  the  substantial  Intent  of  all  natural 
and  spiritual  things,  but  even  in  them,  pure  as  they 
are,  there  obtains  the  distinction  of  a soul  and  of  a 
body.  Now  this  soul  is  the  Notion  : not  any  general 
notion,  subjective  or  objective  or  whatever  other  as 
Eosenkranz  jnay  be  cxaitent  to  view  it,  but  the  one 
special  Notion  which  luis  been  already  demonstrated. 
Hegel’s  words  are  these  : — • 

But  these  thoughts  of  all  natural  and  spiritual  things, 
the  substantial  Intent  itself,  are  yet  such  an  /ntent  as  pos- 
ses-sea  manifold  varieties,  and  has  even  still  the  di-stiuction  in 
it  of  a soul  and  of  a body,  of  the  Notion  and  of  a relative 
Reality;  the  deeper  base  is  the  soul  per  se,  the  pure  Notion, 
which  is  the  inmost  of  objects,  their  single  pulse  of  life,  as 
also  of  the  subjective  thinking  of  the  same. 

‘ Vom  BegrifT  im  Algemeinen,’  with  which  the  third 

* Is)g.  vol.  j.  p.  18. 
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volume  of  Hegel’s  Logic  opens,  is  an  extended  expla- 
nation of  the  Notion,  is  an  extended  Notion  exoteri- 
cally  (almost)  of  the  Notion ; here  is  what  llosenkranz 
makes  of  it ; — 

Tlie  full  introduction  which  Hegel  has  given  to  the  sub- 
jective Logic  turns  on  this — to  show  how  Substance  deter- 
mines itself  as  Subject,  how  Nece.ssity  sublates  itself  into 
Freedom.  This  is  the  proposition  which,  with  full  conscious- 
ness of  its  infinite  significance,  he  had  first  enunciated  in  the 
preface  to  the  ‘ Phaenomenologie,’  1807,  and  which,  rightly 
understood,  lies  at  the  bottom  of  his  whole  Philosophy.  This 
is  the  proposition  out  of  which  Schelling  constructed  his 
second  philosophy,  a scholastically  confused  imitation  of 
Hegel’s  Philosophy  of  the  Spirit,  Ac. 

It  is  impos.sible  to  say  that  this  is  not  true ; still  it 
falls  short  of  the  truth.  The  section  in  question  turns 
on  something  deeper  and  more  univei'sal  than  is  here 
assigned  to  it,  on  a more  penetrating  and  exhaustive 
principle  than  ‘ the  Absolute  is  Subject  ’ of  the  preface 
to  the  rhaenomcnologie,  however  much  the  one  may 
involve  the  other : what  lies  at  the  bottom  of  the 
He.gelian  system,  too,  is  something  infinitely  more 
definite  and  simple  than  that,  and  Schelling  may  have 
constructed  his  philosophia  secunda  out  of  whatever 
he  may,  but  it  was  cerUiinly  not  out  of  the  Notion.  In 
short,  we  oppose  to  the  generalities,  to  the  this  and  the 
other,  to  the  vague  hither  and  thither  of  Eo.senkranz, 
the  Notion,  that  which  once  seen  the  whole  Hegelian 
system  becomes  seen — in  Origin,  Princi|)le,  Form,  and 
Matter.  As  we  have  said,  however,  he  who  uses  the 
language  of  Hegel  must  a thousand  and  a thousand 
times  state  phrases  which  are  perceived  to  tell  the 
secret  of  Hegel,  once  that  secret  is  itself  perceived  from 
elsewhere.  Such  utterancas  are  to  be  found  ijassim  in 
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Eosenkranz,  and  here  is  the  very  strongest  that  I have 
yet  come  upon  : — 

The  admirable  power  of  Science  becomes  particularly  ob- 
vious at  particular  stages.  However  unsatisfactory  it  may 
frequently  appear  to  us,  however  great  the  Doubtful  which  it 
leaves  behind,  at  such  stages  we  are  obliged  to  admit  that 
Science  has  already  done  much,  and  that  it  gives  us  pledges 
of  a harmony  of  the  universe  capable  of  filling  us  with 
trust  in  the  Reason  of  the  same.  With  immense  velocity 
there  rushes  through  infinite  space  a nowise  particularly 
great  ball.  On  this  ball  there  move  to  and  fro  millions  of 
nowise  particularly  great  individuals,  apparently  given  up  to 
absolute  chance,  struggling  with  an  existence  ephemeral  in 
its  duration,  often  breaking  loose  into  mutual  enmity,  or  even 
murdering  each  other.  But  these  weak  creatures  have  come 
gradually  to  learn  that  they  live  on  a ball  which  moves  round 
another  in  an  exactly-measured  path.  They^have  come 
gradually  to  learn  that  they  are  cap>able  of  mastery  over  the 
nature  of  their  supporting  planet ; that  with  growing  insight 
into  the  laws  of  nature  there  grows  as  well  the  might  of  their 
mastery,  and  that  it  is  the  same  Reason  •which  they  find  in 
themselves  as  law  of  their  actions  and  their  thoughts,  and 
which  they  meet  without  themselves  in  the  phajnomena  of 
Nature.  And  amongst  these  absolute  laws  of  Reason,  they 
have  come  to  know  one  that  is,  as  it  were,  the  law  of  laws, 
the  key  to  all  phoenomena,  the  hidden-manifest  Archeus  of  all 
Being  and  Becoming.  This  law  they  name  in  variously 
manifold  wise,  according  to  the  particular  regions  in  which 
it  manifests  itself.  In  Logic  they  name  it  on  the  side  of 
subjective  thought,  Abstraction,  Reflexion,  Speculation ; or 
Understanding,  Judgment,  Re.ason ; or  Notion,  Judgment, 
Syllogism ; or  Thesis,  Antithesis,  Synthesis.  Whatever 
names  may  be  used,  however,  it  is  always  the  satne  Trias, 
in  whose  magic  bands  all  lies  bound : for  what  we  enunciate 
as  a law  of  our  subjective  thought,  has,  if  it  is  really  a law, 
objective  existence  as  well.  We  use,  therefore,  these  same 
names  in  order  to  designate  objective  relations.  We  say,  for 
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example,  a work  of  art  is  abstract  when  it  wants  the  develop- 
ment into  harmony  of  an  inner  antithesis.  We  say  that  an 
existence  reflects  itself  into  another.  Kelations  of  the  Idea 
we  designate  as  speculative.  We  do  not  call  Digestion,  for 
example,  an  abstract,  nor  yet  a reflected,  but  a speculative 
process,  because  it  involves  an  as.similation  of  the  inorganic, 
a transition  from  what  is  dead  to  what  is  alive.  Such  posi- 
tive unity  of  opposed  characters  is  speculative  or  dialectic.* 

In  what  lie  say.s  of  a one  law,  Eosenkranz  seems  to 
have  got  veiy  near  here : probably,  neverthele.ss,  it  is 
but  a ray  of  external  and  scattered  vision.  It  is  not 
difficult  from  the  very  outside  to  perceive  the  never- 
failing  three  of  Uegel,  and  it  is  not  more  difficult  to  see 
or  divine  that  in  all  these  threes  unity  of  system  is 
aimed  at.  This  is  the  extemal/orm  of  Hegel — a form 
w'ith  which  we  become  acquainted  from  the  first,  and 
in  which  we  can  very  soon  become  export,  so  far  a.s 
speech  is  concerned,  while,  at  the  same  time,  we  are 
still  stone-blind  to  the  pr{7iciple,  and  know  of  oritjin 
and  matter  only  what  we  can  catch  up,  by  an  all- 
insufficient  good  luck,  in  those  desperate  and  desultory 
rambles  on  the  surface  with  which  the  most  of  us 
begin  and  with  which  the  most  of  us  end.  In  the 
beginning  of  what  has  been  named  ‘ the  struggle  to 
Hegel,’  there  will  be  found  a variety  of  passages  in 
wliich  the  writer  seems  perfectly  at  home  with  an  sich, 
ausser  sich,  fiir  sich,  with  Difference  and  Identity,  &c., 
and  even  with  the  notion,  at  the  very  moment  that  he 
is  divided  from  this  last  by  j-ears.  Similarly,  in  the 
case  of  Eosenkranz,  it  is  difficult  to  believe  a perfect 
success,  .despite  such  passages  as  we  have  quoted  above 
— it  is  difficult  to  believe  this  when  we  find  him  talk- 
ing of  ‘the  obscurities  and  incongruities  which  the 

* Op.  cit.  pp.  73,  74. 
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Hegelian  Logic  has  generated  through  its  doctrine  of  the 
notion,'  complaining  that  ‘the  Trichotomy  of  Being,  Ks- 
sentity,  and  Notion  alloics  the  notion  of  the  Idea  to  be 
too  much  in  the  background  behind  that  of  the  sidgective 
notion' \ and  adopting  in  preference  to  this  Trichotomy 
an  early  and  imperfect  one  of  Hegel,  in  •which  ‘the  fii-st 
is  the  system  of  the  pure  notions  of  the  Beent,  the 
second  that  of  the  pure  notions  of  the  Univer.sal,  and 
the  third  contains  the  notion  of  Science.’  It  is  dilhcult 
to  believe  this  when  we  find  him,  in  spite  of  Hegel,  and 
of  what  he  has  accomplished  and  hoAv  he  accomplished 
it,  disjoining  once  again  Logic  and  Metaphysic,  desig- 
nating Design  as  Ontological,  and  proposing  classifica- 
tions in  the  interest  of  an  only  external  balance  without 
regard  to  History  or  the  fife  of  the  Principle.  It  does 
not  consist  with  such  success  even  to  hear  that  Hegel, 
‘ despite  the  heiglit  of  his  stand-point,’  ‘ took  into  the 
Idea  concrete  existential  forms,’  because  he  was  ‘ stiU 
entangled  in  the  form  of  Science  which  he  found  to 
precede  him,’  or  that  it  was  ‘ indisputably  the  Schel- 
lingian  definition  of  the  notion  of  Ifeason  as  of  the  ab- 
solute Unity  of  subject  and  object  which  still  forced 
itself  on  him  here,’  or  that  the  pa.ssage  from  the  Meta- 
physic of  Aristotle  ‘ with  which  Hegel  has  closed  the 
second  edition  of  his  Encyclopaedia  represents  an  un- 
accom]ilished  Science,’  a projected  ‘ reintegration  of  all 
the  moments  of  his  system  in  a speculative  philo- 
sophy ’ ! 

Neither  can  we  think  Eosenkranz,  though  he  defends 
it  to  a certain  extent  and  would  only  remove  misunder- 
standings from  it,  quite  on  the  level  of  Hegel  as  regards 
the  transition  of  the  Idea  into  Nature.  This  transition 
is  a perfect  parallel  to  that  of  the  subjective  Notion 
into  objectivity,  and  both  belong  to  the  verj’  life  of  the 
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principle  of  Ilcgel.  On  that  principle  these  transitions 
could  not  fail  to  be ; and  being,  they  could  be  no  other. 
Eeciprocity  alone  admits  of  no  other  transition ; there 
they  just  are — recijirocals  by  the  grace  of  God,  the  one 
out  what  the  other  is  in.  As  regards  the  subjective 
notion  passing  into  objectivity,  we  may  say  specially 
that  this  is  historical,  that  a new  determination  of  the 
object  did  in  actual  truth  follow  the  subjective  notion 
of  Kant.  When  one  reads  the  transition  of  the  notion 
into  objectivity  whether  in  the  Logic  or  the  Encyclo- 
paedia, and  the  express  explanations  by  which  Hegel, 
in  elucidating,  formally  acknowledges  the  doctrine  and 
everj'  step  of  the  same,  one  feels  much  difficulty  in 
believing  that  an)'  one  could  object  to  this  transition 
and  yet  still  consider  himself  a Hegelian — a Hegelian 
who  really  understood  his  master.  The  BegiilT  that 
as  negative  Unity  necessarily  became  Urtheil  could 
only  come  together  in  the  Schluss.  (Observe  both  the 
etymological  and  the  common  meanings.)  Once  to- 
gether, unity  was  restored,  an  immediacy,  a vollstan- 
diges  SelbstsUindiges,  a completed  Self-substantial, — 
the  Object.  So  with  the  transition  of  the  Logical  Idea 
into  Nature.  This,  too,  is  but  an  act  of  the  living  Ee- 
ciprocity  that  is — that  is  the  Notion,  or  that  the  Notion 
is.  The  Notion  is  now  perfected  into  the  Idea — the 
inner  is  full ; it  must  fall  over  and  asunder  into  the 
outer — Nature.  The  Entschluss  and  the  Entlassung, 
the  resolution  and  the  release,  are  again  the  Hegehan 
equivoque  that  is  the  One  Triple  of  the  Direct  and  the 
Indirect,  the  Simple  and  the  Eeflex,  the  literal  and  the 
figurative : what  remarkable  consistency,  that  Hegel 
should  have  sought  to  be  true  to  the  triplicity  of  the 
Notion  even  in  his  single  words ! But  how  otherwise 
can  any  one  state  the  fact?  Or  how  otherwise  can  any 
VOL.  II.  F r 
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one  think  the  relation  of  God  to  Nature  ? The  trans- 
ition of  God  to  Nature,  which  as  his  creation  is  still 
himself,  how  otherwise  explain?  It  must  be  said, 
however,  that  Eosenkranz  brings  himself  at  last  to  be 
much  more  at  home  with  the  latter  transition  than 
with  the  former.  Eeminding  himself  of  the  Johan- 
neische  Logoslchre,  and  putting  ‘ in  place  of  the  word 
Eeason  the  expression  Logos,’  he  finds  that  it  ‘ clinks 
already  not  so  strange,  when  it  is  said  of  the  latter 
that  through  its  regard  it  produces  Nature — that,  in  the 
assurance  of  itself,  it  releases  Nature  from  itself.’ 

It  is  just  this  alternation  of  agreement  and  disagree- 
ment, without  motive  from  anything  in  the  thing  itself 
to  warrant  the  one  now  if  the  other  then,  that  leads 
one  to  believe  in  the  wandering  and  uncertain  catch 
which  is  all  probably  that  Eosenkranz  has  yet  attained 
to  as  regards  Hegel.  Accordingly,  in  conclusion,  we 
are  disposed  to  infer  that  Eosenkranz  has  never  fairly 
seen  that  single  principle  which  was  an  sich  in  Kant, 
fiir  sich  in  Fichte  and  Schelling,  and  an  und  fiir  sich 
in  Hegel.  This  principle  is  Notional  Eeciprocity  : this 
IS  the  manifest  Archeus  of  which  Eosenkranz  only 
talks — talks  as  ‘ hidden-manifest’  Only  Hegel  clearly 
saw  the  pecuharity  of  the  notion  of  Kant  (as  in  his 
latent  theory  of  perception) — the  necessity,  that  is,  of 
a union  of  the  Universal  with  the  Particular  to  the 
production  of  the  Singular,  which  concrete  Singular 
alone  is  any  reality,  whether  as  notion  or  thing.  Once 
arrived  here,  Hegel  was  able  to  see  further,  that  a 
System  on  this  principle  was  the  next  requisite ; and 
that  the  means  to  this  was  Determination,  a Progressus 
from  the  first  abstract  to  the  hist  concrete,  or,  ivhat  is 
the  same  thing,  from  the  last  abstract  to  the  first  con- 
crete. This  Determination  was  but  a general  realisu- 
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tion  and  vitalisation  of  Logic  as  a whole ; of  which 
Simple  Apprehension  is  the  first  act,  its  truth  being  tlie 
Universal ; Judgment  tlie  second,  its  truth  the  Pmti- 
cular  (othenvise  nameable  the  Difference,  the  Other) ; 
and  Reason  the  third,  its  truth  the  Singular, — which 
is  tlie  final  trutli,  expressing  that  the  Actual  is  just  a 
single  concrete,  the  nature  of  which  may  be  con- 
ceived to  be  a particular  universaliscd  into  a singular, 
which  again  is  the  one  Logical  Nisus,  the  one  Logical 
Vis  ; and  a Logicid  Vis  and  the  Logical  Vis  is  what  is, 
and  all  that  is.  Logic  is  the  completed  rhythmus  of 
thought : Seyn,  what  it  is  ; Wesen,  what  it  was ; Be- 
griff  (in  that  it  be-gripcs),  ivhat  it  is,  ivas,  and  will  be. 
These,  too,  are  the  three  Epochs  both  of  Philosophy 
and  of  Ilistory.  So  it  was  that  Ilegel  spoke  of  History 
being  near  its  term.  If,  as  is  probable,  each  epoch, 
however,  be  a triple  of  all  the  three  moments.  Reason, 
which  is  now  at  last  happily  in  germ — but  only  in 
genn — has  still  the  whole  of  her  own  proper  path  to 
tread,  and  the  term  of  History  is  still  comparatively 
remote. 

This  concrete  Power,  then,  to  which  Hegel  remained 
true  eveiywhere,  and  w’hich  alone  gave  him  his  Logic 
and  his  Nature,  his  Aesthetic  and  his  Politic,  his  Re- 
ligion and  his  History ; nay,  wliich  alone  is  the  one 
subject,  the  one  matter  in  all  these  elements, — Rosen- 
kranz  has  never  succeeded  fairly,  clearly,  firmly,  and  once 
for  all  to  see,  whether  in  its  own  distinct  mdividual  self- 
identity,  or  in  the  perfectly  articulate  cohesion  and  con- 
nexion of  all  its  multiplex  forms.  His  work  on  Logic, 
indeetl,  which  professes  to  reform  and  complete  Hegel, 
reads  and  rattles  like  an  amorphous  heap  of  diy  and 
disarticulated  bones  which  a merely  subjective  breath 
turns  over.  Here  dialectic,  which  is  the  very  ghost  of 
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Hegel,  lias  fled,  and  unity  we  have  none.  For  the 
plastic  demonstration  of  a scientific  progress  more 
strict  and  rigid  than  that  of  even  a Laplace  or  a 
Newton,  we  have  but  a hither  and  thither  of  philo- 
logical remark — not  even  common  Raisonnement — as 
in  a dictionary.  Hegel,  in  the  Introduction  to  his 
Logic  (pp.  44,  45),  sjieaks  of  how  ‘ unfree  ’ thought 
finds  itself  when  for  the  first  time  in  presence  of  the 
‘ Speculative,’  and  tells  us  that,  would  it  free  itself,  the 
first  thing  it  has  to  do,  is  to  accustom  itself  to  the 
notions  and  distributions  without  entering  on  the  Dia- 
lectic. The  logical  statement  that  might  so  result,  he 
says  further,  would  give  ‘ the  picture  of  a methodically- 
arranged  whole,  although  the  soul  of  the  structure,  the 
method,  which  lives  in  the  Dialectic,  appear  not  itself 
therein.’  Is  it  possible  to  say  even  as  much  as  this 
for  the  ‘ Wissenschaft  der  Logik,’  the  culminating, 
Ilegel-amending  work,  of  Eosenkranz  ? * 


IIaym. 

, Eosenkranz,  whom  IIaym  denominatc-s,  with  the 
universal  agreement  of  Germany  in  general,  ‘ the  friend 
and  pupil  of  Hegel,  the  warmest  and  truest  of  his 
apologists,’  published  the  work  with  reference  to  which 
we  have  just  spoken,  ‘ Die  Wissenschaft  der  Logischen 


* If  the  reader  turn  up  in  Itosen- 
kranz  what  corresponds  to  ‘ JIo- 
Btiinmunir,  Beschaffcuheit,  und 
tirenze  ’ in  Ilepel  and  in  the  rela- 
tive commeutan',  he  will  realise 
probably  what  has  just  been  said. 
Take  the  following  sentence,  where 
the  I.atin  wonls  are  his  own  equi- 
valents of  the  corresponding  rjenuan 
ones  (Op.  cit.  p.  1.30)  : ‘ Detenni- 
nalio  is  the  QtutlUas  of  Something 
bv  virtue  of  which  it  is  able  to 


maintain  its  own  Existence  in  the 
circle  of  its  Dcjitinalio  only  through 
its  Aptitudo,  Indulet,  sive  JN’otwra;’ 
and  a style  of  explanation  of  things 
dialectic  will  manifest  itself  such, 
that  of  six  of  its  main  terms  any 
one  may  he  indiscriminately  sub- 
stituted for  the  other  with  the  re- 
sult of  a very  large  number  of  quite 
identical  sentences.  This,  then,  is 
quite  e.fUmal. 
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Idee,’  in  1858,  while  the  work  of  Hayra  with  reference 
to  which  we  are  now  going  to  speak  appeared  in  1857, 
a year  earlier  : why,  then,  do  we  take  Ilaym  after  and 
not  before  Eosenkranz  ? The  answer  is,  because  the 
opinions  of  Eosenkranz  were  before  the  Public  in  many 
works  previously  to  1857,  and  because,  in  especial, 
the  matter  of  the  work  on  the  Ixigical  Idea — very  cer- 
tainly the  matter  criticised — had  already  appeared  in 
the  ‘System  der  Wissenschaft,’  1850,  and  in  ‘ Meine 
Eeform  der  Hegelschen  Philosophic,’  1852 — (both,  of 
course,  by  Eosenkranz).  IIa3'm,  then,  has  been  se- 
lected to  ‘ close  the  debate,’  because,  so  far  as  is  known 
to  me,  he  is  the  latest  writer  who  has  instituted  a 
special  inquest  and  come  forward  thereafter  with  a- 
special  and  deliberate  judgment  on  the  general  question 
of  the  worth  of  Hegel. 

Haym  remarks  * of  the  Preface  to  the  Phaenomeno- 
logie,  that  ‘ it  is  not  saying  too  much  to  maintain  that 
he  understands  the  Hegelian  Philosophy  who  is  com- 
pletely master  of  the  sense  of  this  Prefixce.’  Now, 
while,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  impossible  to  overrate  the 
value  of  the  exposition  involved,  it  is  to  be  said,  on  the 
other,  that  this  Preface  may  be  very  fairly  understood, 
and  yet  he  who  understands  it  shall  fail  to  iinderstand 
— just  anything  of  the  Hegelian  S3'stem  proper — just 
anything,  that  is,  of  the  origin,  principle,  (the  form, 
in  a certain  sense,  lies  on  the  surface,)  and  matter 
of  this  system.  Nevertheleas,  what  IIa3TO  says  here 
may  be  ver3’  allowably  considered  critical  so  far  as  he 
himself  is  concerned.  The  Preface  to  the  Phaenomcno- 
logy  contains — at  least — all  that  Ilaym  knows  of  the 
principle  of  Hegel : the  Prefircc  to  the  Phaenomenology 


* Ilogol  und  fieine  Zeit,  p.  215. 
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contains  "wntliin  it  tlie  germ  of  all  that  Haym  says  of 
the  principle  of  Hegel.  Ilis  book,  to  be  sure,  does  not 
coniine  itself  to  the  Preface  to  the  Phacnomenology, 
nor  to  the  Phaetionienology  itself,  but  passes  through 
hands,  as  if  under  formal  judicial  inspection,  the  whole 
series  of  the  works  of  Hegel.  It  never  gets  higher 
than  this  Preface,  however,  and  from  its  height  it  is 
that  what  is  said  of  the  rest  is  seen.  What  is  now  so 
familiar  to  us  as  the  Substance- sid)ject,  or  just  in  gene- 
ral the  Spirit  (Geist)  of  Hegel : this,  in  fact,  constitutes 
the  entire  Key  which  Haym  offers  us,  and,  as  everj-- 
body  knows,  the  Preface  to  the  Phacnomenology  is  the 
easiest  quarry  for  that. 

Tliis,  then,  is  all  that  Haym  knows  of  Hegel,  or,  at 
least,  all  that  for  his  book  he  need  know.  But  again 
to  him  the  movement  alluded  to,  the  schema  implied 
in  this  key,  is  all  too  plainly  factitious — a thing  got  up, 
a pattern  cut  out.  This  to  him — who  is  very  much  of 
a Politician — is  but  too  clearly  only  Hegel’s  ideal  re- 
source against  the  horrors  of  the  German  political 
reality.  Gbthe  and  Schiller,  he  tells  us,  hied  them  to 
Greece,  and  brought  thence  the  veil  of  poesy  where- 
with to  shut  out  from  themselves  the  painful  hideous- 
ness of  this  same  political  reality.  So  to  Greece  Hegel 
too  betook  himself  in  order  to  be  able  to  cover  over 
the  Beal  of  Modern  German  ugliness  with  an  Ideal  of 
beautiful  classical  Totality,  the  instrument  of  which 
is  this  same  wonderfully  artificial  Spirit  with  its  won- 
derfully artificial  movement.  The  Philosophy  of  Hegel 
is  but  a side-piece  to  the  poetry  of  Gothe  and  Schiller, 
and  of  both  poetrj’^  and  philosophy  the  inspiration  is — 
as  against  our  ugly  German  Political  Eeal — an  Ideal  of 
Hellenic  Cosmos ! 

This  is  really  no  exaggeration  : I know  nothing  else 
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in  Haym  : and  from  Haym  of  Hegel  nothing  else  will 
anybody  else  ever  come  to  know. 

The  following  quotations  will  probably  more  than 
suffice,  not  only  to  confirm  our  sentence,  but  to  illustrate 
as  well  the  literarj'  abundance  of  Haym — the  extraor- 
dinaiy  rhetorical  tenacity  with  which  he  accomplishes 
the  extension  and  expansion  of  a single  scanty  formula 
over  hundreds  of  pages  : — 

The  Universe,  according  to  this  system,  is  a Cosmos,  or 
beautiful  Totality  ; but  it  is  at  the  same  time  Spirit,  and 
describes,  consequently,  in  whole  and  in  part,  the  reflexive 
process  which  is  the  Essence  of  Spirit.  The  Universe  is  a 
living  Whole : all  parts  of  the  universe  mu.st,  therefore,  in 
constant  mutual  self-reference,  be  conceived  as,  dialectically 
fluent,  rounding  themselves  into  the  Whole  (p.  221). 

Unable  to  transmute  his  Ideal  into  the  Actual,  be  trans- 
forms the  Actual  into  his  Ideal  (p.  86). 

It  (the  system)  is  not  so  much  a great,  unconscious  crea- 
tion of  time — not  .so  much  a jet,  an  invention  of  genius,  as 
rather  a product  of  talent — something,  with  reflexion  and 
design,  es.sentially  fiictUums  {p.  10). 

He  found  that  the  Gbthes  and  Schillers  had  opened  to 
the  German  people  the  treasure  of  its  own  inner  and  there- 
with the  genuine  'treasure  of  spiritual  life  in  general,  that 
they  for  this  people  had  brought  to  view  its  Ideals  and  Senti- 
ments in  a like  manner  as  Sophocles  and  Aristophanes  had 
brought  for  the  Athenians  theirs.  lie  resolved  iu  the  same 
path  to  climb  higher ; he  re.solved  to  do  the  same  thing  in 
reference  to  the  general  notions  and  categories  of  the  German 
nation — to  put  into  its  hand,  ae  it  tvere,  a Lexicon  and  a 
Ovammaiic  of  its  pure  thou/jhi{p.  310). 

True ; the  poetry  of  Gothe  and  Schiller  sets  before  us  a 
world  of  Beauty  and  the  Ideal,  which  brings  into  repose  and 
reconciliation  the  disunion  of  German  Spiritual  life.  But 
this  reconciliation  comes  not  into  existence  on  the  basis  of  a 
beautiful  and  self-satisfied  actuality;  these  works  take  not 
nutriment  from  the  marrow  of  the  historical  and  actual  life 
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of  the  nation.  That  reconciliation  comes  into  existence  in 
contrast  to,  and  in  defiance  of,  an  uubeautifid  actuality ; only 
by  flight  out  of  the  present  into  the  past  of  Hellenic  life  does 
it  succeed  with  our  two  great  poets  to  realise  perfected  beauty. 
Theirs,  therefore,  is  an  artificial  poetry  which  terminates  at 
last  in  an  overcharged  Idealistic  and  Typic.  The  end,  then, 
again,  is,  with  Gothe,  resignation ; with  Schiller,  the  unful- 
filled and  abstract  Ideal.  In  the  enjoyment  of  this  fair 
picture-world,  our  nation  must  needs  delude  itself  a moment 
with  the  dream  of  Greek  felicity  and  Greek  repose  to  awake 
directly  poorer  and  more  restless  than  before.  To  Poetry  such 
a delusion  w.as  indeed  natural,  and  who  would  dispute  it  with 
her  after  she  had  offered  to  our  enjoyment  what  was  sweetest 
and  most  perfect?  But  we  see  now  all  at  once  Metaphysic 
seize<l  with  the  same  illusion.  Turning  aside  from  the  strait 
path  of  sober  inquiry  and  from  the  labour  of  deliverance 
through  the  most  conscientious  criticism,  Hegel  begins  to 
expand  over  our  spiritual  world  his  Ideal  that  was  found  in 
Hellas,  that  was  strengthened  by  exhaustive  penetration  into 
the  ultimate  grounds  of  all  religion.  A dreamed-of  and 
yearned-for  future  is  treated  as  present,  A system  tricked 
out  with  the  entire  dignity  of  the  science  of  truth  r.aises  itself 
beside  our  Poetry,  and  with  diamond  net  spins  us  into  an 
Idea  with  which  the  want,  the  incompleteness,  and  the  un- 
Ire.auty  of  our  political  and  historical  actuality  is  at  every 
point  in  contradiction.  With  the  Hcllenising  picture  of 
nature  and  of  fate  through  poets,  we  receive  a Hellenising 
Metapbj’sic  which,  in  spite  of  our  necessity,  lures  us  to  be- 
lieve that  all  the  limitations  and  contradictious  of  our  know- 
ledge, of  otir  faith,  of  our  life,  reconcile  themselves  in  the 
continuity  of  a be.autiful  whole  (pp.  91,  92). 

Halt  we  a moment ; for  we  have  put  hand  on  the  secovd 
decisive  word  for  the  composite  enigma  of  the  Hegelian  Phi- 
losophy, the  second  key  to  the  understanding  of  its  inner 
texture.  The_^rs<  word  [or  ke}f\  was:  the  beautiful  Cosmos 
is  in  whole  the  reflexive  process  of  the  Spirit : ths  Absolute 
is  Spirit.  The  second  more  important  word  [or  Icy]  is:  the 
beautiful  Cosmos  is  just  on  this  account  in  each  particular 
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part  the  same  perpetually  self-renewing  process,  a transition, 
a compulsion  forward  from  moment  to  moment,  a Dialectic 
that  returns  into  itself  and  gradually  completes  itself  up  to 
the  whole:  th«  Absolute  is  infinitely  dialectic.  And  with 
this  last  word  I signalise  the  strangely  peculiar  character  and 
at  the  same  time  the  pervading  reason  of  the  deep  and  en- 
during influence  of  this  Philosophy.  An  astheticising  and 
vivifying  of  Logic  that  concealed  itself  under  an  abstract 
schema,  that  procured  itself  authority  and  8)-stemati8ed  itself 
under  premiss  of  a metaphysical  formula  for  the  universe,  that 
pushed  itself  into  everything — : on  this  mostly  is  that  influ- 
ence based.  This  philosophy  is  an  out-and-out  revolution  of 
tlie  treatment  of  the  notion.  It  proclaims  that  ‘ the  Deter- 
minate as  such  has  no  other  essential  nature  than  this  abso- 
lute unrest,  not  to  be  that  which  it  is,’  that  ‘ all  that  is  is  a 
Be-mediate’*  (a result).  It  brings  through  its  Dialectic  into 
flux  and  movement  the  elements  which  were  previously  held 
for  fixed  and  Immovable.  It  tears  up  thus  the  whole  floor  of 
thought,  and  brings  forth  thereby,  beside  the  noble  fruit  of  a 
marvellous  mastery  of  intellect  that  breathes  life  into  cogni- 
tion and  the  objects  of  cognition,  the  poisonous  product  as 
well  of  an  unscntpulous  and  indefensible  Sophistic' 
(pp.  106-7). 

And  gp’eater  still  than  the  difficulty  of  the  outer,  is  that  of 
the  inner  form.  I mean  that  finishedness-from-the-first,  that 
at-once-into-existence  of  the  whole  of  this  world  of  thought. 
Here  there  is  not  a word  of  any  gradual  introduction  into  an 
investigation,  of  any  joining  on  to  ordinary  view.s,  of  any 
previous  setting-up  of  the  question  whereby  one  might  know 
where  one  was,  of  any  critical  statement  of  the  case  where 
one  might  of  himself  be  able  to  take  his  stand.  With  the 
first  step  we  find  ourselves  as  through  stroke  of  magic  in  a 
peculiar  new  world.  Like  the  prince  in  Andersen’s  tale,  we  . 
seem  in  sleep  to  have  fallen  on  the  back  of  the  winged  spirit 
who  carries  us  off  through  the  air  in  order  to  let  us  see  deep 

• Be-mediate  is  an  ugly  mongrel  to  me  to  convey  the  peculiar  Ile- 
for  ein  Vermitteltea  ; but  it  seems  gelian  sense  somehow. 
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beneath  us  the  world  from  which  we  have  been  snatclied. 
In  other  words,  the  System,  as  it  is  there,  appears  to  bid 
defiance  to  every  analysis,  to  all  research.  It  shows  there 
like  a smooth  ball  more  ready  to  roll  than  easy  to  catch. 
Broken  down  is  the  scaffolding  over  which  the  arch  was  built. 
Filled  up  are  all  the  inlets  and  outlets  to  this  edifice  of 
thought.  Orie  and  only  one  posnibility  is  the^'e  to  penetrate 
here.  We  possess  the  key  to  this  edifice  only  by  this,  that 
we  have  followed  the  Philosopher  in  the  course  of  his  studies 
and  the  progress  of  his  training,  that  we  have  stolen  behind 
him  into  the  innermost  of  his  still  resorts  of  thought  and 
feeling.  What  is  not  in  actuality — [this  is  the  key  as  before] 
— shall  exist  in  the  ether  of  the  Idea.  The  unreal  notions  of 
the  Germans,  divorced  from  the  truth  of  things,  shall  through 
the  native  energy  and  force  of  thought  shape  themselves  into 
reul  notions,  and,  through  this  their  realisation,  into  a tvorld 
of  notions.  Reflexion  shall  bring  into  reality  the  Ideal  which 
the  praxis  of  German  life  denies.  A deed  of  reflexion  shall 
be  set  on  whereby  the  gulf  which  hy  the  political  action  of 
the  German  state  is  perpetually  created  and  preserved  be- 
tween the  univei-sal  and  the  particular,  between  formality 
and  reality,  shall  be  filled  up.  Through  thought  shall  the 
fair  concord  between  inner  and  outer,  between  the  parts  and 
the  whole,  be  restored  to  that  reality  which  it  possessed  in 
the  poetry  and  art,  in  the  State  and  customs  of  antiquity. 
Through  thought  shall  that  contradiction-annihilating  Life, 
shall  that  truth  of  Love,  and  that  truth  of  Religion,  he  set 
into  existence.  Tlie  same  sharpsighted  and  matter-of-fact, 
penetrating  and  history-sifting  thought  which  discovered 
in  Antiquity  and  the  tenets  of  Christianity  the  Ideal,  but 
in  the  German  Present  the  negation  of  this  Ideal — the  same 
thought  moves  now  from  the  hem  of  the  Hegelian  spirit 
• to  the  centre  of  the  same ; it  throws  itself  once  for  all  on  this 
Ideal  itself  in  order  to  raise  its  burthen  into  an  absolute  form 
for  every  interest,  for  the  collective  world  of  Being  and  of 
Consciousness.  Leagued  with  the  spirit  of  a better  future, 
in  silent  agreement  with  the  genius  of  German  poesy,  borne 
on  the  wave  of  a new  world-epoch,  it  soars  beyond  the 
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immediate  level  of  the  actual  life  at  its  feet — nay,  beyond 
the  self-acknowledged  limits  of  all  reflection  in  order  to 
construct  a world  which  is  a re.ality  only  under  the  heaven  of 
Hellas,  a truth  only  in  the  deeps  of  the  God-adoring  .soul. 
Only  the  boldness  and  the  breadth  of  the  conception  can 
conceal  the  inner  contradiction  and  the  impossibility  of  the 
enterprise.  Only  the  intensest  exertion  of  the  thinking 
faculty  will  enable  the  unwilling  medium  of  reflection  to 
allow  to  rise  from  it  an  aesthetic  product  of  cognition.  Only 
the  universe,  on  the  other  hand,  will  be  wide  enough  to  render 
inappreciable  the  dimensions  within  which  every  particular 
existence  may  be  able  to  show  as  correlative  part  of  a fair  and 
living  Cosmos.  This  is  the  history  and  this  the  character  of 
the  Hegelian  system.  1 name  it  an  cesthetic  work  of  cogni- 
tion. It  will  not,  as  it  were,  critically  decompose  the  world 
of  Being  and  of  Consciousne.ss,  but  construct  it  into  the  unity 
of  a beautiful  Whole.  It  will  not  expose  the  aporias  of 
cognition — not  make  clear  to  itself  the  limits,  the  contradic- 
tions, and  antinomies  in  the  world  of  spirit,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  it  will  strike  down  these  difficulties  and  level  out 
these  contradictions.  It  is,  I say,  the  Exposition  of  the  Uni- 
verse as  of  a beautiful,  living  Cosmos.  After  the  manner  of 
the  old  Greek  Philosophy,  it  will  show  how  in  the  world  as 
in  a Whole  all  the  parts  conjoin  to  service  of  one  harmonious 
order.  It  will  make  present  to  us  the  universal  All  as  a vast 
Organism  in  which  each  particular  ceases  to  be  dead  and 
receives  the  significance  of  a living  organ.  It  will  show  that 
the  \^^lole  is  an  infinite  All  of  life ; to  this  end  it  will  in 
ever3Tthing  finite  expose  its  finiteness,  and  just  with  this  and 
on  account  of  this  demonstrate  its  necessary  completion  into 
an  infinite  life Such  main  idea  on  which  lies  the  con- 

ception of  the  whole  system,  will  require  now  in  the  first 
phiee  to  be  svppleted  by  the  imagination  of  the  Systematiser. 
(Pp.  94-97.) 

This  theory  of  Haym,  so  enormous  in  word  if  so 
scanty  in  thought,  must  be  allowed  to  possess  its  own 
correctness  so  far.  The  system  of  Hegel  certainly 
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aims  at  Totality — (as  for  esthetic  Beauty,  Hellenic 
Co.smos,  Greek  Ideals,  German  Keals,  Gdthe  and 
Schiller,  and  Poetry  and  all  that,  it  may  be  viewed 
for  the  moment  as  simply  literary  importation) — and 
the  Self-reflexion  of  Spirit  is  as  certainly  somehow 
present  in  it.  An  attempt  at  Totality,  and  an  attempt 
at  dialectic  articulation,  no  one  can  deny  in  Hegel. 
But  did  we  want  Haym’s  five  hundred  brilliant  pages 
to  make  us  aware  of  this  ? Which  of  us  did  not  see 
this  for  himself  the  very  first  moment  he  looked  into 
Hegel  ? A whole,  and,  in  dialectic  symmetry,  what 
else  lies  on  the  surface,  on  the  very  outside  of  the 
system?  Is  not  this  just  what  the  table  of  contents 
at  once  makes  plain  to  us?  Is  not  this  Just  the  whole 
of  the  information  we  all  of  us  get — and  we  get  it  at 
once — when  we  look  at  Hegel  the  first  day,  and  per- 
haps the  thousandth  ? And  is  not  this  the  single 
grievance  we  would  have  removed  ? Is  not  this  the 
single  difficulty  we  long  to  have  explained  ? Yes,  it 
is  a whole,  ‘ finished-from-the-first,’  ‘ at-onec-in-exist- 
ence  ’ — Why?  Yes,  it  is  dialectically  articulate — but 
IJow?  ‘Beautiful  Totality!’  ‘ Self-reflexion  of  Spirit!’ 
— with  such  hollow  assumption  you  but  mock  us  by  an 
exclamatory  echo  in  return  for  an  interrogatory  call. 
Nay,  nay ! hide  it  not  in  rhetoric,  cover  it  not  with 
flowers  and  flourishes  of  literature — Hellenic  Cosmos 
and  what  not : we  see  it  perfectly  clearly  all  the  time — 
you  see  Totality,  you  see  Self-reflexion  ; but  as  for  any- 
thing else,  you  see  it  no  more  than  we  ourselves.  How 
it  is  Totality,  and  tchat  is  the  Totality,  how  it  is  dialec- 
tically articulate,  and  what  it  is  tliat  is  dialectically 
articulate — just  in  general  what  is  all  this  about — 
what  are  the  thoughts  here — till  you  can  tell  us  some- 
thing about  that,  till  we  can  tell  you  something  about 
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tliat,  both  of  us  had  better  hold  our  tongues,  however 
literary  we  be. 

Ilayin’s  rhetoric  and  literature  we  blow  into  space, 
then,  rhetoric  and  literature  being  no  substitutes  for 
ideas,  no  substitutes  for  information,  and  we  see  tlie 
so-called  key  which  was  supposed  to  lie  in  their  midst 

be  no  key — no  key,  but  a juggle  practised  on  us,  as 
it  were,  by  means  of  our  own  admissions.  The  pro- 
bability, then,  is  that  Haym  knows  not  the  literal 
historical  derivation  from  Kant — the  probability,  then, 
is  that  Ilaym  knows  not  the  literal  Uegelian  BegrifF? 
Just  so ; this  is  the  truth,  and  in  the  above  extracts 
there  are  proofs  to  this  elFect ; but  before  commenting 
upon  tliese,  we  shall  add  others. 

It  (the  Hegelian  Philosophy)  is  the  history  of  philosophy 
itself  projected  on  a plane  (p.  1 ). 

As  it  is  the  history  of  philosophy  in  nuce,  so  it  is  philo- 
sophy in  nuce  (p.  2). 

The  Logic,  to  say  it  briefly,  has  a course  like  history ; and 
this,  because  history  as  such  has  been  made  the  material 
and  guide,  the  concrete  agent  of  the  Dialectic  (p.  320). 

Critique  and  refutation  of  Kantianism  pervade  the  ‘ science 
of  Logic  ’ from  one  end  to  the  other.  This  (‘  science  of 
Logic’)  relates  itself  to  Kant  as  Kant's  first  great  work 
related  itself  to  Wolflf  and  Hume.  In  Kant,  Hegel  sees  his 

predecessor,  as  Kant  his  in  Hume And  further.  As 

the  science  of  Logic  has  its  explanation  with  Criticismus 
(Kant’s)  behind  it,  so  it  has  its  explanation  with  the  Philo- 
sophy of  the  Romantic  (Schelling’s)  behind  it.  Rather,  it 
is  nothing  but  the  systematising  of  this  latter  explanation 
(p.  298). 

However  strange  the  articulation  of  this  system  may  seem, 
however  forced  the  development  of  moment  from  moment,  we 
should  be  extremely  blind,  did  we  not  see  the  clue  by  means 
of  which  the  pretended  necessity  of  the  dialectic  progress  re- 
ceives an  authorisation  of  fact.  It  receives  such  authorisa- 
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tion  by  means  of  the  liistot'y  of  the  Pre-IIef/elian  Philoso- 
Jjhy.  Our  dialectician  expressly  turns  himself  in  special 
polemical  Excursus  now  against  Kant  and  lliiine,  now 
ngain.st  Fichte  and  Schelliug.  Even  this  express  polemic, 
however,  always  leans  quite  closely  on  his  po.sitive  develop- 
ments, and  almost  blends  with  the  dialectic  of  the  categories. 
Nay,  more.  Ju.st  in  the  last-stated  parts  does  this  logical  dia- 
lectic directly  take  nutriment  from  the  factual  dialectic  of  the 
historical  cour.se  and  matter  of  the  latest  philosophy.  It  is 
self-evident— not  the  less  self-evident  becau.se  it  is  not  spoken 
out — that  it  is  the  matter  and  context  of  the  I.eibnitz-Wolffiau 
I’hilosophy  which  is  criticised  in  the  ‘ System  of  Grundsiitze  ’ 
(axiom.s,  principles)  and  in  the  ‘ Metaphysic  of  Objectivity.’ 
It  is  the  Fichtian  Wissenschaft.slehre,  that,  as  in  its  Theoreti- 
cal and  Practical  parts,  we  recognise  under  the  title  of  the 
‘ Metaphysic  of  Subjectivity.’  Kant,  as  is  well  known,  had  no 
Metaphysic  of  his  own : he  re-coined  the  WolflRan  .Metaphysic 
into  a Metai)hysic  of  Ileuunciations  and  Problems.*  He  had, 
on  the  other  hand,  a Logic  of  his  own,  and  different  from  the 
usual  one,  a so-called  tran.scendental  Logic.  In  this  transcen- 
dental Logic  he  deduced  the  categories  of  Quantity  and  Qua- 
lity, the  relational  notions  of  Substantiality,  Causality,  and 
Reciprocity;  the  modal  ones  of  Possibility,  Actuality,  and  Ne- 
ce.ssity.  In  the  Critique  of  Pure  Reason,  too,  a ‘ system  of 
Grund.siitze  ’ followed  the  deduction  of  the  Categories ; and 
the  dialectic  critique  of  the  previous  ISIetaphysic  followed 
the  system  of  Grundsiitze.  Here  we  have  the  outlines,  much 
modified,  it  is  true,  of  the  Hegelian  Logic  and  Metaphy'sic. 

. . . . In  his  system  Hegel  rcali-sed  the  notions  in  truth  in 
the  most  varied  manner.  He  realised  them  neither  hast 
nor  lea.st  successfully  in  thus  way,  that  he  modified  their 
colourless  abstract  nature  by  the  dye  of  their  historieal  value. 
In  the  most  varied  way,  also,  he  made  them  fluent  and 
capable  of  movement.  One  of  these  ways,  and  not  the  IciUit 
successful,  consi.sted  in  immersing  them  in  the  stream  of  the 
historietd  evolution.  Notions,  he  might  in  this  reference 
have  s:iid,  are  in  truth  ju.st  ius  in  a particular  time  they  were 

* I’erhaps  Aufi/abin  lueana  only  Ihttiai  here  ? 
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understood,  and  they  develope  in  truth  into  what,  in  the 
historical  transition  from  System  to  S3^stem,  they  developed 
into.  Much  more  certainly  than  this  historical  background 
of  the  uotion-‘ realising  ’ dialectic,  behind  the  formalism  of 
the  same,  do  the  various  other  ivays,  as  just  so  many  other 
concrete  supports  of  the  progress  of  the  Reflexion  from 
moment  to  moment,  conceal  themselves.’  (Pp.  113-115.) 

These  are  the  strongest  expressions  we  can  find 
anywhere  in  Ilaym  in  regard  to  his  sense  of  tlie  con- 
nexion of  the  Hegelian  system  with  Kant  and  with 
history  in  general.  And  one  is  apt  to  exclaim  at  first. 
And  what  would  you  liave  more  ? Are  they  not  strong 
enough  ? Is  it  not  clear  from  them  that  Haym  knows 
all  about  Hegel  and  Kant,  and  Hegel  and  History  ? 
We  say,  No  : if  the  literal  connexion  with  Kant  and 
History  on  the  part  of  Hegel  which  has  been  deve- 
loped in  these  volumes  is  to  be  interpolated  by  the 
reader  into  these  words  of  Hajnn  as  uttered  by  Haym, 
we  have  again  an  instance  of  those  fallacious  e.v  post 
facto  significations  of  which  we  have  already  spoken. 

Hegel  tells  us  himself  that  his  Logic  is  the  History  of 
Philosophy  itself,  not  ‘projected  on  a plane’  indeed, 
but  freed  from  the  concrete  contingency  of  the  his- 
torical form.  In  this  way,  the  Logic  may  be  very 
well  spoken  of  as  the  ‘ History  of  Philosophy  in  nuce 
but  how  can  we  ever  call  the  Hegelian  System  itself — 
whether  with  reference  to  the  score  of  volumes  of  tlie 
‘ Works,’  or  to  the  one  of  the  ‘ Encyclopaedia  ’ — Philo- 
sophy in  mice  ? Hegel’s  Philosophy  is  Pliilosophy  in 
nuce  : how  shall  we  obtain  any  sense  for  this  phrase, 
unle.s8  by  simply  explaining  again  that  Hegel’s  Philo- 
sophy is  the  Ilistonj  of  Philosophy  in  nuce  ? Thei-e 
is  something  here  of  seductive  literary  jingle  merely. 

Then,  Haym  says  that  Hegel’s  Logic  has  a course 
like  History,  not  of  its  own  pulse,  not  of  any  internal 


Digitized  by  Google 


4J8 


THE  SECRET  OF  HEGEL. 


])rincij)le  in  itself,  but  because  of  the  simple  aucl 
intelligible  outside  reason  that  Ilegel  has  constructed 
his  Ix)gic  out  of  History.  But  this  is  not  to  under- 
sUind  the  Hegelian  connexion  of  Logic  and  History. 
To  Hegel,  thought — Logic — is  all ; it  has  developed 
itself — it  is  a progressive  alternating  Gesetztseyn,  ac- 
cording to  its  own  laws,  its  own  necessity,  its  own 
life ; and  the  History  of  Ix>gic  in  concrete  natural 
actuality  is  but  the  same  process,  the  same  life,  in  the 
mode  of  eMernality.  Li  I/jgic,  Substance  by  its  own 
notional  dialectic  becomes  Causalit}*,  which  in  turn  and 
simihu'ly  becomes  Keciprocity,  and  then  the  Notion. 
In  the  History  of  Logic  (or  of  I’liilosophy,  if  you  will), 
this  series  is  externally  represented  or  realised  by  the 
actual  thinkings  of  the  men — Spinoza,  Ixjibnitz,  Locke  ; 
then  Hume,  then  Kant,  and  then  Hegel  himself.  It  is 
this  literal  connexion  which  neither  Haym,  noi%  if  we 
are  right,  anybodj’  else  as  yet  has  understood  ; and  it  is 
a veriUible  inversion  of  the  truth  to  assert  the  Logic  of 
Hegel  to  have  been  formed  from  without  by  a consider- 
ation of  actual  histoiy.  In  this  assertion,  even,  it  is  not 
for  a moment  contemplated  that  the  transition  of  Ileci- 
]>rocity  into  the  Notion  is  the  abstiact  expression  of 
the  concrete  history  of  thought  from  Kant  to  Hegel ; 
and  the  last-named  (Hegel),  instead  of  being  enabled 
by  History  to  construe  Logic,  wa.s,  on  the  contrary, 
enabled  by  Logic  to  construe  History.  \Vc  do  not 
mean  to  s:iy  that  Logic  was  throughout  the  fisrt ; but 
we  do  mean  to  say  that  a generalisation  of  Ix)gic 
on  hint  of  Kant  was  the  first ; that  the  concrete  con- 
ne.\ion  between  Sul)stantialit3',  Causalit}',  Keciprocity, 
cS:c.,  and  actual  modern  history,  was  a discovery  that 
constituted  the  second ; and  that,  sifter  these,  by  means 
of  a varietj'  of  labours  and  investigations  now  of  his- 
tory and  now  of  jdulosophy,  there  arose  ixs  result — 
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the  Hegelian  System.  Now  it  is  this  literal  statement 
which  we  claim  for  ourselves  and  deny  for  others — 
as  regards  the  connexion  between  the  Hegelian  Logic 
and  actual  History.  Haym  plainly  has  not  even  attained 
to  the  tinge  of  a dream  of  it.  That  there  was  some 
connexion,  it  was  not  difficult  for  Ilajun  to  know,  for 
Hegel  tells  us  again  and  again  the  fact ; and  a very 
simple  comparing  of  their  respective  tables  of  con- 
tents suffice<l  to  show  that  if  Quantity,  Quality,  Sub- 
stance, Cause,  Reciprocity,  &c.  had  been  discussed  by 
Kant,  they  had  also  been  discussed  by  Hegel.  Hayin’s 
knowledge  amounts  to  no  more  than  this  ; he  simply 
j)oints  to  this  community  of  contents  : he  knows  nothing 
and  ssiys  nothing  of  the  inner  articulations : what  we 
name  the  unknown  and  hidden  Heuristic  life  of  Hegel 
when  constructing  his  system,  to  this  he  has  attained 
no  access,  with  whatever  closeness  he  has  followed  tlie 
outer  history  and  appearances  of  Hegel.  He  sees  some 
relation  between  the  Logic  and  Kant,  but  immediately 
thereafter  he  sees  some  relation  also  between  the  Logic 
and  Schelling,  and  this  latter  relation  he  decides  to  be 
the  dominant  one.  ‘ Rather,’  says  he,  ‘ it  (i.e.,  the 
Logic)  is  nothing  but  the  systematising  of  tliis  latter 
explanation  ’ (that  come  to  with  the  Romantic  of 
Schelling,  namely).  Haym,  in  fact,  has  to  say  a great 
many  things,  and  this  is  one  of  them.  The  Preface  to 
the  Phaenomenolog)"  had  very  plainly  a great  deiJ  to 
do  with  Schelling  and  his  intellectual  perception  ; it  is 
to  gain  breadth  to  say  the  Logic  is  occupied  with  the 
same  business,  and  we  need  not  fear  to  blunder,  for 
beyond  doubt  tliere  is  question  of  Schelling  in  the  Ligic 
as  well.  Li  fact,  never  getting  the  clue  into  his  hand, 
Haym  cannot  simply  and  satisfactorily  just  iciml ; lie 
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is  obliged  to  grasp  at  a thousand  scattered  expedients 
as  they  lloat  by.  So  it  is  that  tlie  Logic  is  this  instant 
from  end  to  end  a refutation  of  Kant,  and  the  next 
nothing  but  an  explanation  come  to  with  Schelling  : 
the  simple  original  unit  is  never  caught,  and  then 
developed  into  its  necessary  many.  In  default  of  this 
unit  with  its  necessary  many,  he  is  compelled  to  sec 
and  to  say  that  Hegel  realises  his  notions,  that  is,  con- 
structs his  system,  ‘ in  the  most  varied  manner  ; ’ and 
just  after  the  stress  which  he  lays  on  the  ‘ historical 
background,’  as  the  mjiin  genetic  source  from  which 
Hegel  drew  his  materials,  he  speaks  of  ‘the  various 
other  ways  ’ which  are  the  ‘ other  concrete  supports  ’ 
of  the  dialectic  evolution,  and  which  ‘conceal  them- 
selves certainly  much  more  behind  the  formalism  ’ <,)f 
the  dialectic  than  even  this  historical  background. 

But  let  us  see  what  Haym  himself  says  of  what 
Hegel  himself  says  about  the  Historical  supports  of  the 
Logic, — perhaps  we  shall  gain  thus  more  light : — 

Hegel  maintained — if,  as  regards  the  main  notions  of  tiie 
successive  historical  sj'steras  of  philosophy,  we  strip  off  that 
which  belongs  to  their  external  circum.stances  of  origin,  their 
particular  applications,  &c.,  we  obtain  the  various  stages  of 
the  determination  of  the  Idea  itself  in  its  logical  notion  ; 
conversely,  we  have  in  the  logical  progress,  the  progress  of 
historical  phenomena  in  its  main  moments.  This,  so  far  as 
I see,  is  more  than  a mere  hint ; it  is  a naive  admission  of  the 
source  from  which  the  Logic  drew  partly  its  matter,  and 
more  than  partly  the  form  of  its  movement.  What  in  the 
Frankfort  sketch  of  the  Logic  and  Metaph}'sic  became  visible 
only  in  individual  passages,  that  becomes  evident  now  with 
reference  to  the  entire  Logic.  The  Categories  obtain  their 
universal  dialectic  flux  by  the  reality  of  nature  and  the  mind 
being  filled  into  them  through  the  fine  channel  of  abstraction. 
(P.  322.) 
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Here  Haym  quotes  from  Hegel  himself  an  assertion 
of  the  existence  of  a much  closer  connexion  bet  .veen 
Logic  and  History  than  even  he  (Ilaym)  seemed  to 
seek  to  exhibit.  Hegel  says,  History  is  Logic  in  con- 
creto,  and,  conversely,  L<igic  is  History  m abstracto. 
Haym’s  allusions  to  the  Pre-Hegelian  Philosophy,  to  ex- 
planations come  to  with  Kant,  Schelling,  &c.,  are  thus 
by  no  means  revelations,  and  not  by  any  means  disco- 
veries : Hegel  speaks  much  more  plainly,  much  more 
unexceptively  than  Haym.  Nay,  Hegel,  as  we  have  seen, 
has  not  been  taken  at  his  own  word ; it  is  here  in  these 
pages  that  what  is  the  real  significance  (when  concretely 
tran.dated  into  history)  of  the  transition  of  Reciprocity 
into  the  Notion,  has  been  for  the  first  time  pointed 
out ; and  Haym,  for  his  part,  still  believes  himself  to 
throw  a light  of  detection  on  Hegel,  when  he  makes 
prominent  some  relation  or  other  (he  cannot  say  par- 
ticularly what  relation)  to  history  in  the  Logic.  Nay, 
more ; Haym  fiatly  refuses  to  take  Hegel’s  own  word, 
and  insists  on  calling  it  ‘ a naive  admission  ’ ! An 
admission,  above  all,  a naive  admission,  and  on  the 
part  of  a Hegel ! Did  the  Sphinx,  then,  naively  babble 
her  own  secret,  and  was  it  so  that  (Edipus  overthrew 
her  ? Hegel  says,  in  such  and  such  wise.  History  is 
Logic  and  Logic  is  History : Haym  says,  Don’t  believe 
him — that  just  means,  he  took  outside  facts  and  reduced 
tliem  to  his  Logic  by  the  fine  channel  of  abstraction, — 
that  just  means,  his  Logic  is  but  an  artificial  distil- 
lation, by  means  of  a concealed  process,  of  the  concrete 
facts  of  nature,  history,  and  consciousness,  which  are 
open,  which  arc  common  to  all  of  us.  Haym  will  not 
take  the  hint  that  what  is,  is  Thought ; and  that  every 
particular  of  what  is,  must  be  but  a particular  of 
Thought.  An  outer  world  that  comes  one  knows  not 
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whence,  that  is  the  Priiis  of  Ilaym,  and  Hegel’s  work 
is  to  him  but  a cunning  and  external  metamorphosing 
of  it.  Hegel  gets  tlience,  he  says,  partly  his  matter 
and  more  than  partly  his  form.  This  seems  an  in- 
version ; surely  Ilaym  means  to  say  that  all  the  matter 
came  from  witliout ! Whence  else,  in  Haym’s  way  of 
looking,  could  it  come  ? Perhaps  Ilaym  has  it  in  mind, 
however,  that  Hogel’s  matter  is  partly  pure  invention, 
pure  fiction.  But  then,  tliat  the  form  is  more  than 
jiartly  derived  from  the  realms  of  fact!  We  thouglit 
the  form  was  the  dialectic,  that  it  was  an  artificial  and 
mechanical  jirocess  got  up  somehow  in  imitation  of  the 
movement  of  Spirit,  that  it  was  a poisonous  Sophistic, 
&c.  &c.:  but  no;  the  form  comes  ‘ more  than  partly'  from 
the  realms  of  fact ! To  account  for  this  Hegel,  tlien, 
it  is  quite  enough  to  be  always  brilliantly  in  speech  ? 
But,  to  Haym,  with  these  realistic  tendencies  in  him  as 
Ave  see,  ought  anything  in  this  world  to  be  more  valu- 
able than  the  categoric's,  if,  as  he  says,  ‘ the  reality  of 
nature  and  the  mind  ’ has  been  ‘ filled  into  them  ’ ? 

Ilaym’s  observations  in  regard  to  History  and  the 
Hegelian  Logic  are  very  far,  then,  from  possessing  that 
Avcight  and  appositeuess  which  they  may  at  first  seem 
to  possess.  We  may  say,  he  names  a historical  con- 
nexion, but  sees  not  the  historical  connexion.  Li  fact, 
to  him  the  Avhole  truth  here  is,  that  certain  historical 
materials  have  been  taken  up  by  Hegel — msthetically — 
for  completeness’  sake — into  his  beautiful  Totality. 
The  following  extracts  will  extend  evidence  in  this 
• reference  of  a director  nature : — 

How  does  this  apocrypha,  this  system  which  has  grown  in 
concealment,  relate  itself  to  the  philosophy  of  the  day;  how 
first  of  all,  and  before  all,  does  it  relate  itself  to  the  then 
hilosophy  of  Schelling  ? (P.143.) 
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Botli  had  exchanged  Kant’s  critical  tendency  in  philosophy 
for  a dogmatical  one.  Both  had  burst  the  thread  with  which 
Fichte  had  bound  the  whole  of  truth  to  the  infinite  self- 
certainty  of  the  Ego.  Both  had  ceased  to  regard  human  Free- 
dom (Free-will)  as  the  highest  form  and  the  highest  law  under 
which  cognition  had  to  subordinate  the  entire  universe.  . . . 
In  contrast  to  the  Fichtian  method  of  Reflexion  and  Deduc- 
tion, both  had  come  to  develope  the  matter  of  their  theory  of 
the  universe  in  a representative  and  descriptive  manner.  . . . 
Both  saw  in  the  sensuous  universe  no  longer  the  mere  reflex 
of  ‘ the  light  immanent  in  the  Ego,’  but  the  realisation  and 
manifestation  of  a Third  (party),  of  a metaphysical  Absolute 
that  grasped  up  both  Subjective  and  Objective.  The  philo- 
sophy of  both  was,  again,  what  neither  the  Kantian  nor  the 
Fichtian  had  been,  a System.  Both  systems  finally — and  this 
one  point  is  far  and  away  the  most  important,  to  this  one 
point  all  the  rest  may  be  reduced,  from  it  all  the  rest  may  be 
explained — both  systems  rested  ultimately  on  the  same  com- 
mon principle,  were  dominated  by  the  one,  now  more  and 
now  less  distinctly  enunciated  thought : the  whole  of  being 
is  like  a work  of  art,  the  whole — thought  as  action,  nature 
as  history — stands  under  the  aesthetic  schema  and  bears  the 
type  of  absolute  harmony.  (P.  144.) 

But  nothing  of  such  a strtiggle,  of  such  a groping,  of  such 
a vacillating  irresolution,  shows  itself  in  the  genesis  of  the 
Hegelian  convictions.  From  the  moment  he  enters,  philo- 
sophy independently  there  hangs  before  him  an  Ideal  of  a 
view  of  the  world  and  of  life  that  only  late  indeed  realised 
itself  in  the  form  of  a philosophical  system,  the  ])bysiognomy 
of  which,  however,  was  alreaily  visible  in  firm  traits  in  those 
early  paraphrases  of  the  evangelical  history  and  the  theo- 
logical dogmas.  Heart  and  soul  immovably  directed  to  this 
Ideal,  he  advances  with  firm  step  to  his  system ; neither  the 
Keason-Kritik  nor  the  Wissenschaftslehre  can  impose  upon 
him,  perplex  him,  divert  him,  shake  him.  Unsteady,  irre- 
gidar,  and  eccentric,  advancing  by  zig-zag,  is  the  line  which 
Schelling  describes  before  he  throws  himself  into  the  point 
of  Identity:  continuous,  uninterrupted,  straightly,  surely 
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drawn  the  path  along  which  the  convictions  of  Hegel  pro- 
ceed till  they  establish  themselves  in  the  system.  (P.  145.) 

What  Schelling  had  got  at  second-hand,  that  Hegel  had 
got  at  first.  The  a?sthetic  world-theory  of  the  former 
had  the  modern,  that  of  the  latter  Hellenic,  classicism  and 
humanism  as  its  foundation.  . . . Hegel’s  Philosophy  in  its 
original  form,  on  the  contrary,  is  an  independent  fruit  of 
philological  studies ; it  is  a side-piece  to  the  poetry  of  Gbthe 
ami  Schiller,  and  grown  on  the  same  soil — a philosophical 
attempt  to  restore  the  Antique,  as  this  poetry  was  a poetical 
attempt.  . . . He  has,  as  it  were,  unconsciously  converted 
into  moments  of  his  system  both  Kantianism  and  Fich- 
tianism,  and  in  the  construction  of  this  system  these  modes 
of  thought  have  themselves  received  the  colour  of  his 
Ideal.  . . . Schelling,  because  he  has  parsed  so  directly 
from  the  school  of  the  preceding  systems  to  his  new  position, 
has  the  advantage  over  Hegel  of  l>eing  able  more  sharply 
and  fundamentally  to  point  this  position.  His  system  has 
a name,  and  we  know  distinctly  what  it  wants.  In  its 
genesis  from  the  preceding  systems,  and  in  its  own  principle, 
it  is  perfectly  transparent.  (Pp.  146,  147,  148,  149.) 

The  more  we  consider  the  ‘ System  of  Ethics,’  the  more  do 
w’e  miss  specific  Hegelian  features,  the  more  do  we  discover 
in  it  Schellingian  features  (p.  171).  The  Schellingian 
mannerism  of  construction  extends  itself  on  the  surface. 
(P.  174.)  I'lie  metal  was  Hegel’s,  the  stamp  wa.s  Schelling’s. 
It  completes— I repeat  it — the  proof  that  the  former,  not 
only  accommodated  himself  to  the  latter,  but  that,  up  to  a 
certain  degree,  he  was  dominated  .and  carried  away  by  the 
peculiarity  of  the  other.  (P.  179.) 

When  he  describes  Speculation  a.s  ‘ Synthesis  of  Reflexion 
with  the  Absolute  Perception,’  the  true  method  as  ‘ Self- 
destruction  of  Reflexion;’  when  he  says  that  ‘ the  Self-sublat- 
ing  Contradiction  is  the  highest  formal  expression  of  know- 
ledge and  truth;’  or  when  he  characterises  the  ‘absolute 
Notion’  as  the  ‘absolute  direct  contrary  of  itself:’  when  he 
demands  that  every  part  of  philosophy  be  presented  in  the 
shape  of  an  independent,  complete  formation,  and  this  forma- 
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tion  he  ‘ united  with  the  Logical  element,’ — all  this  amounts 
to  expressions  which  do  not  indeed  cancel  his  Schellingianism, 
hut,  &C.  . . . The  Dialectic  is  his  peculiar  difference  from 
iSchelling  (p.  212).  He  adapted  himself  in  the  first  three 
and  a half  years  of  his  Jena  residence  to  the  Identitdfs- 
jjhiloaophie  •.  the  consequence  was,  that  he  threw  himself 
with  greater  stress  on  the  aesthetic  side  of  his  world-picture 
tp.  221).  Much  deeper  than  the  modem  had  the  ancient 
spirit  acted  on  him.  Despite  all  acquaintance  with  later 
literary  and  philosophical  endeavours,  he  was  still  a special 
Intimate  only  with  the  genius  of  Hellenic  Antiquity.  The 
pith  and  marrow  of  his  system  had  just  for  this  reason — of 
this  we  have  convinced  ourselves — grown  up  out  of  antique 
root;  almost  perfectly  foreign  and  isolated  it  stood  beside 
those  creations  of  the  German  Spirit  which  were  even  then 
in  bloom,  and  had  arrested  the  interest  of  contemporaries 
(p.  12C). 

The  origin  and  character  of  this  system  were  totally 
different  from  those  of  the  systems  of  Kant  and  Fichte. 
The  object  of  Kant  wa.s,  first  of  all,  before  a single  step  was 
taken  in  philosophy,  with  the  most  self-denying  and  impar- 
tial accuracy  to  buoy  out  the  terrain  of  possible  cognition. 
It  w'as  his  object  to  discover  a fixed  and  immovable  point  of 
truth  to  which  to  attach  with  infallible  certainty  the  whole 
of  knowledge,  and  he  discovered  this  point — grasping  deep 
down  into  the  undermost  grounds  of  human  nature — in  the 
conscience.  Quite  otherwise  lay  the  matter  with  Hegel.  It 
is  not  in  first  rank  the  necessity  of  scientific  conscientiousness 
and  truth  that  impels  him  to  philosophy,  but  it  is  the  neces- 
sity to  represent  to  himself  the  whole  of  the  world  and  of 
life  in  a form  fully  ordered  and  arranged.  It  is  not  a fixed, 
inarked-oflf  point  out  from  which  he  prosecutes  the  discovery 
of  truth,  but  it  is  an  Ideal  grown  out  of  history  and  the  mind 
itself — a concrete  image,  a broad  and  full  Idea,  an  Idea  of 
the  authority  of  which  beforehand  he  gives  himself  no  abs- 
tract critical  account,  but  which  out  of  the  full  energy  of 
his  being  he  has  appropriated  to  himself  and  lived  for  him- 
self, which,  he  know's  not  himself  how,  has  filled  and  peue- 
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trated  him  to  the  full,  and  into  which  he  now  longs  to  carry 
over  the  entire  wealth  of  the  being  of  nature  and  of  man- 
The  Hegelian  philosophy,  accordingly,  arises,  as  it  were, 
from  a poetic  impulse — from  the  impulse  to  project  a figure 
of  the  world  according  to  an  ideal  type  lying  ready  in  the 
mind  of  the  Systematiser.  He  is  beyond  Kant  and  Fichte, 
without  having  and  before  he  has  expressly  exercised  any 
inquest  into  their  leading  principles.  In  Frankfort,  indeed, 
he  studied  the  Kantian  moral  and  political  theories  which 
had  just  appeared  ; but  even  in  the  detailed  study  of  these 
writings,  as  he  plies  it  for  himself  pen  in  hand,  he  enters  not 
properly  into  any  critical  analysis  of  the  Kantian  principles, 
but  he  opposes  to  the  rigorous  consequences  which  Kant  had 
developed  from  his  ground-notions,  quite  simply  his  own 
notions  which  had  grown  up  from  the  soil  of  rebgious  senti- 
ment and  historical  Idea.  . . . The  question  is  the  author- 
isation of  Hegel  to  translate  that  Ideal  into  the  form  of 
lleflexion  and  Thought.  ...  He  it  as  it  may  with  the  truth 
of  the  Kantian  and  Fichtian  Philosophy,  this  is  certain : 
they  were  pure  and  natural  products  of  the  factual  situation 
of  our  nation  (pp.  88-89). 

It  is  an  Ideal  grown  up  in  a foreign  soil  and  in  an  alien 
time  by  which  Hegel  is  out  and  out  actuated  (p.  91). 

This  labour  stood  visibly,  quite  independently  of  its  being 
only  a Torso,  all  too  isolated  and  special,  all  too  apart  from 
the  consequent,  connected,  manifest  course  which  philosophy 
had  taken  in  the  hands  of  Kant,  Fichte,  and  Schelling 

(p.  122). 

All  here  is  and  happens  quite  otherwise  than  in  what  has 
been  elsewhere  and  ever  called  Logic  and  ^letaphysic.  ^Ve 
have  here  partly  other  notions  th.an  those  we  know  from 
Aristotle,  from  Kant,  or  from  the  Metaphysic  of  Wolff.  ()uite 
otherwise  is  the  nature  of  these  notions,  quite  otherwise  are 
their  coffnition  ami  mutual  relations  conceived.  The  Hegel- 
ian restoration  of  Logic  .and  Metaphysic  is  a total  revolution 
of  them  (p.  313).  The  .Apriorism  of  Hegel,  because  it  did 
not,  like  the  Kantian,  derive  from  the  concrete  inner,  was  what 
broke  the  point  off  all  the  apparent  liberality  of  the  political 
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views  of  Hegel.  . . . These  were  furthest  from  true  freodoiii 
where  they  spoke  biggest  of  Reason  and  the  Notion  (p.  355). 
Since  Kant  we  have  had  again  an  ethical,  but  no  longer  any 
speculative  Metaphysic:  now  (after  Hegel)  we  have  again  a 
speculative  but  no  ethical  Metaphysic  (p.  367).  The  defect 
with  which  morality  remains  affected  in  Hegel  arises  from 
his  inability  to  appreciate  the  Kantian  conception  of  it 
(p.  376).  Tlie  word  Free-will  is  a coin  whose  currency  finds 
itself  in  constant  oscillation.  The  inner  intention  alone 
determines  the  sense  of  this  word.  The  construction  which 
Hegel  puts  upon  it,  is  the  means  of  betraying  the  funda- 
mental defects  of  his  philosophy.  What  falls  at  once  into  the 
eye,  is  the  preponderance  of  the  Theoretic  over  the  Practical, 
or,  to  say  it  more  correctly,  the  absorption  of  the  vnlling 
into  the  thinkiw)  Spirit.  Will  and  Free-will  evaporate  hy 
Ilr.gel  into  thinking  ami  knowing.  The  will,  so  runs  the 
psychological  definition  which  forms  the  basis  of  his  whole 
system  of  Free-will,  is  ‘a  particular  form  of  Thought.’  . . . 
The  will,  he  says,  ‘ is  only  as  thinking  intelligence  true  Free- 
will;’ free-will  in  that  way  is  identical  with  Reason.  . . . 
Sharply  to  say  it,  this  is  a Will,  then,  which  wills  not 
(p.  370). 

If  we  saw  from  previous  quotations  that  Ha}'!!! 
ascribed  the  development  of  the  Hegelian  Logic  to  tl!e 
actual  use  of  the  historical  materials  of  Kant,  &c.,  and 
fn!m  otliers  tliat  he  would  not,  at  the  same  time, 
accept  Hegel’s  own  admission  of  this  historical  con- 
nexion as  on  internal  principles,  but  would  insist  on  a 
mere  external,  though  covered,  mechanism  being  the 
only  agent  at  work,  we  see  from  these  last  qiiotations 
that  Haym  has  i!ot  attained  to  the  slightast  conception 
of  the  veritable  historical  connexion  which  affiliates 
Hegel  to  his  predecessors.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is, 
that  Hegel,  by  means  of  the  most  laborious,  continuous, 
and  frequently-repeated  ai!alyses,  especially  of  Kant, 
but  very  certainly  and  veiy  particularly  of  Fichte  and 
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Schelling  also,  arrived  at  an  accurate  perception  of  the 
true  nature  and  real  reach  of  the  principles  that  con- 
stituted the  foci  in  the  meditations  of  Kant,  and  of  the 
re.spective  influences  of  the  further  operations  of  Fichte 
and  Schelling  thereupon.  Not  till  this  was  accom- 
plished, did  he  discern  the  remarkable  light  which  the 
new  results  reflected  on  the  Philosophy  of  the  Greeks 
and  the  History  of  Philosophy  in  general.  The  new 
interpretations  thus  obtained  as  regards  these  latter 
interests  were  more  adapted,  in  the  first  place,  to  con- 
ceal than  reveal  his  relations  to  Kant ; but  in  this 
last  he  rooted,  and  the  stifiT,  wooden,  insecure  enthu- 
siiism  for  Sophocles  which  Hblderlin  had  awakened  in 
him  had  no  influence  on  his  philosophy  as  such.  We 
have  it  again  and  again  under  the  hand  of  Hegel, 
though  he  was  certainlj^  not  at  all  loud  about  it  to  his 
contemporaries,  that  he  knew  perfectly  well  that  he 
worked  only  on  a thing  called  the  Kantian  Pliilosophy, 
which  was  a genuine  product  of  human  history  and 
human  consciousness,  and  which  he  himself,  as  genuinely, 
endeavoured  to  advance  to  the  place  and  function  it 
promised  to  fill  and  fulfil  as  the  Science  of  Philosophy 
at  length.  To  Hegel  it  was  perfectly  evident  that,  do 
what  he  might,  and  let  Fichte  and  Schelling  have  done 
whatever  they  may,  this  thing  would  be  known  in 
time  as,  and  would  be  named  only,  the  Kantian  Philo- 
sophy. Nor  one  whit  less  evident  was  it,  that  it  was 
a true  interest  and  carried  in  its  womb  all  the  germs 
of  the  future.  So  runs  the  story  with  us  and  in  truth  ; 
but  the  reader  need  only  glance  superficially  back  on 
the  extracts  we  liave  made,  to  become  at  once  aware 
that  with  Hayra  the  whole  matter  runs  in  precisely  the 
contrary  direction. 

To  Haym,  despite  certain  borrowed  articles  he  sees 
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in  it,  the  house  of  Hegel  is  absolutely  peculiar  and 
absolutely  isolated.  It  has  no  connexion  whatever 
with  the  houses  over-the-way.  In  origin,  motive, 
pldh,  structure,  it  is  wholly  different  from  these.  The 
very  articles  borrowed  are  but  to  Jill  his  house  ; nay, 
they  are  just  such  household  articles  as  all  such  houses 
cannot  be  without.  Hegel  tells  him,  indeed,  that  in 
raising  his  house,  he  laid  others  under  contribution : 
but  Haym  will  not  believe  him — not  at  all  in  his  own 
way  of  it.  The  principle  was  modern  and  genuine, 
and  its  treatment  was  through  thought,  thought  the 
sincerest  and  the  truest ; but  Haym  would  have  it  tlmt 
the  principle  wirs  ancient,  and  its  treatment  through 
art,  imagination,  invention.  To  fill  up  this  principle, 
accordingly,  Haym  has  no  natural  clue  of  its  own 
to  wind  into  it : he  is  compelled  to  stop  and  to  stull’  it 
with  a thousand  miscellaneous  expedients  which  his 
own  great  native  ingenuity  enables  him  to  intercept  on 
every  side — but  not,  however,  without  falling  on  the 
face  ever  and  anon  over  his  own  contradictions. 

These  matters  are  so  plain  that  it  is  not  worth  Avhile 
spending  time  on  them,  and  we  shall  offer  to  guide  the 
reader  in  interpreting  the  above  extracts  by  only  a 
a word  or  two. 

In  the  quotations  (pages  439-450),  which  were 
made  for  another  purpose,  w'e  shall  find  several  ex- 
pressions which  militate  against  the  truth  of  the  case 
(the  ‘Secret  of  Hegel’)  as  it  has  yielded  itself  in  the 
present  work,  and  absolutely  demonstrate  the  blindne.ss 
of  Haym  to  the  real  origin  of  the  System  from  Kant. 
From  these  it  is  clear  that  to  Haym  the  work  of 
Hegel  is  but  a factitious  and  illusory  attempt  to  trans- 
form, not  his  Ideal  into  the  Actual,  but  ‘ the  Actual 
into  his  Ideal.’  For  the  accomplishment  of  this  work. 
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Ilegcl,  in  Ills  opinion,  ‘ turn.s  aside  from  the  strait 
path  of  sober  inquiry,  from  the  labour  of  deliverance 
through  conscientious  criticism’  (such  as  Kant’s),  to  set 
up  a ‘ composite  Enigma,’  ‘ tricked  out  with  the  Ap- 
pearance of  a Science  of  truth,’  that  merely  seeks  to 
be  in  relation  with  ‘ a dreamed-of  and  yearned-for 
future.’  It  stands  in  absolute  isolation,  absolutely  with- 
out any  connexion  that  might  be  a bridge  to  it.  It  is 
realised  in  ‘the  most  varied  manner’  by  a variety  of 
expedients,  and  in  general  by  a transcendence  of  ‘ the 
self-acknowledged  limits  of  all  reflection.’  It  is  no 
rfflult  of  criticism  and  analysis ; it  has  no  examination 
of  the  nature  and  limits  of  concrete  thought  behind 
it ; it  does  not  thinkingly  decompose,  but  ajsthetically 
construct.  It  will  not  have  things  a.s  they  are  : it  will 
have  things  as  it  would,  &c.  Though  the  description 
of  the  isolation  of  the  System  is  exceedingly  haj)py 
and  exhaustively  representative  of  the  feelings  of  every 
man  who  approaches  it  for  the  first  time,  it  is  out  of 
jilace  in  one  who  pretends  to  have  attained  to  initia- 
tion, and  gives  not  a hint  of  the  true  state  of  the  case 
— the  close  and  literal  derivation  from  Kant.  The 
whole  conception  which  the  words  show  Ilaym  to 
entertain — the  very  phrase  ‘ composite  Enigma  ’ points 
to  a conclusion  the  very  opposite  of  that  which  hits 
been  here  maintained. 

In  relation  to  the  extracts  which  occur  speciall}'^  in 
this  particular  reference,  we  cilnnot  speak  diflcrcntly. 
What  concerns  Schelling,  for  example,  is  an  enun- 
ciation in  many  of  its  constituents  completely  wide  of 
the  truth.  It  is  to  follow  quite  a wrong  scent  to  sock, 
‘first  of  all  and  before  all,’  to  track  Hegel  in  this  re- 
I'erence.  Ilaym  himself  acknowledges  the  incommu- 
nicable di.sj  unctions  which,  as  regaixls  Schelling,  the 
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Frankfort  sketch  of  the  Hegelian  System  displays — ^it 
was  ‘a  quite  other  world’ — and  that  ‘it  (the  system) 
never  receded  from  these  its  fundamental  articulations  ’ 
as  contained  in  tliis  sketch.  And  this  is  the  truth  : 
in  that  sketch  Hegel  had  reached  to  the  Secret  of 
Kant ; he  had  attained  to  the  Begriff,  and  stood  but  in 
small  need  of  Schelling — unless  for  the  lift  which  the 
shoulders  of  the  ScheUingian  fame  were  able  to  extend 
to  the  then  Hegelian  obscurity.  The  whole  affiliation, 
then,  of  Hegel  to  Schelling  is  full  of  items  quite  at 
variance  with  the  veritable  origin,  with  the  veritable 
conditions.  The  Frankfort  sketch  is  evidently  ‘ a Tor- 
so,’ and  beyond  a doubt  it  required  a licking  into 
shape  ; but  how  absurd  to  say  it  stood  in  need  ‘ of  an 
understanding  being  come  to  with  the  general  course 
of  German  Philosophy,’  inasmuch  as  it  was  nothing 
but  this  ‘ explanation,’  nothing  but  the  result  of  this 
‘ course,’  and  how  infinitely  more  absurd  it  is  to  opine 
as  follows  : ‘ that  this  in  both  respects  (the  ‘ licking  ’ 
and  the  ‘ explanation’)  really  took  place,  we  have  to 
thank  the  removal  of  Hegel  from  Frankfort  to  Jena  ’ ! 
Why,  after  such  success  as  the  Frankfort  sketch  de- 
monstrates Hegel  to  have  obtained,  the  System  would 
have  been  eventually  licked  into  shape  though  its  au- 
thor had  been  consigned  to  Timbuctoo, — had  he  been 
but  left  the  necessary  means  otherwise.  The  well- 
balanced  affinities  of  Hegel  and  Schelhng,  then,  and 
their  equally  well-counterbalanced  differences,  are,  for 
the  most  part,  but  w’ords,  words,  words.  Hegel  had 
not  exchanged  ‘ criticism’  for  mere  ‘ dogmatism he 
had  not  abandoned  ‘ the  infinite  self-certainty  of  the 
Ego  he  had  not  ‘ ceased  to  regard  human  Free-will  as 
the  highest  form  and  the  highest  law,  &c. ;’  he  had 
not  adopted,  ‘in  contrast  to  the  Fitchtian,’  ‘a  repre- 
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sentative  method’  (at  least,  this  is  no  correct  account 
of  the  matter) ; lastly,  he  had  not — with  a great  many 
other  things — viewed  all  as  under  an  ‘jesthetic  sche- 
ma.’ Again,  it  is  speaking  very  wide  to  talk  of  the 
‘ ])hysiognoniy’  of  the  system  being  ‘ already  visible 
in  firm  traits’  in  his  early  Theological  studies.  ‘Nei- 
ther the  Eeason-Kiitik  nor  tlie  Wissenschaftslehi’e  can 
impose  upon  him,  perplex  him,  divert  him,  shake  him!’ 
Hegel  had  taken  good  care  of  that,  he  knew  better 
than  that : he  knew  that  out  of  these  works  only  wiis 
it  that  he  could  build,  and  he  took  good  care  to  ap- 
propriate all  he  could  for  that  purpose  out  of  both. 
We  may  almost  say,  indeed,  that  in  these  two  work.s, 
when  they  are  lightly  understood,  will  be  seen  the 
beginning,  the  middle,  and  the  end  of  Ilegel.  Then 
all  that  about  ‘ first  hand,’  ‘ second  hand,’  ‘ modern,’ 
‘ ancient,’  &c.,  is  but  mere  literary  verbiage,  so  far  as 
tlie  special  issue  is  concerned.  The  Hegelian  System 
is  not  ‘an  independent  fruit  of  Philological  studies.’ 
He  has  not  ^unconsciously’  taken  up  into  it  ‘both 
Kantianism  and  Fichtianism.’  The  position  of  Hegel, 
whc7i  it  is  understood,  is  as  ‘ sharply  pointed’  as  that 
of  Schelling,  and  his  derivation  from  predecessors,  not 
less,  but  even  more  close,  literal,  and,  in  the  end, 
‘transparent.’  Hegel  could  not  get  his  Ethics  from 
Schelling,  but  only  from  Kant  Hegel  did  ‘ accommodate’ 
himself  to  Schelling,  but  he  was  not  ‘ carried  away  ’ by 
him  ; he  did  not  allow  himself  to  be  affected  by  his 
‘manier  ;’  and  both  ‘metal’  and  ‘stamp’  are  in  Hegel’s 
works  Hegel’s  own,  all  conditions  of  genesis  being 
duly  allowed  for.  When  Hegel  talks  of  ‘ the  self-sub- 
lating  contradiction  being  the  highest  formal  expres- 
sion of  knowledge  and  truth,’  &c.,  these  expressions 
not  only  do  cancel  his  Schellingianism,  but  exhibit 
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him — as  iu  possession  of  the  Ecgriff — infinitely  beyond 
Schelling.  ‘ The  pith  and  marrow  of  his  system’ — 
we  may  have  convinced  ourselves  of  whatever  we 
please — was  not  ancient  but  modern,  and  this  system 
did  not  stand  ‘ almost  perfectly  foreign  and  isolated  ’ 
beside  its  predecessors  ‘ which  were  even  then  in 
bloom,’  but  rose  botlily  a literal  birth  out  of  them. 
‘The  origin  and  chaiacter  of  tliis  system’  were  not 
‘ totally  different  from  those  of  Kant  and  Fichte.’  Hegel, 
as  much  as  Kant,  and  more  open-eyed,  souglit  tlie 
‘ terrain  of  possible  cognition ; ’ Hegel,  as  much  as 
Kant,  strove  to  a ‘ fixed  point  (or  principle)  of  truth 
Hegel,  as  much  as  Kant,  Ls  distinguished  by  ‘ the  most 
self-denying  and  impartial  accuracy.’  ‘The  necessity 
of  scientific  conscientiousness’  is  primal  with  Hegel ; 
and  he  was  not  one  whit  keener  iu  his  longing  towards 
Totality  and  a System  than  Kant  himself.  It  is  a 
‘ fixed  point’  {the  Notion)  from  which  he  proceeds,  and 
not  ‘an  Ideal’  which  possesses  him  ‘he  knows  not 
how,’  of  which  he  can  give  ‘ no  critical  account  before- 
hand ’ ! No  man  that  ever  lived  was  ever  less  so  pos- 
sessed ; no  man  that  ever  lived  was  ever  abler  just  to 
give  such  an  account.  The  system  of  Hegel  does  not 
arise  from  ‘ a poetic  impulse.’  He  is  not  ‘ beyond 
Kant  and  Fichte  before  he  has  exercised  any  inquest 
into  their  leading  principles.’  He  did  enter — and 
vastly,  infinitely,  incalculably  more  thoroughly  than  ever 
student  into  any  matter  yet — ‘into  a critical  analysis 
of  the  Kantian  principles.’  Haym  does  not  know 
Hegel’s  ‘ authorisation,’  certainly  ; but  not  the  less  on 
that  account  is  tliis  authorisation  good, — though,  of 
course,  the  whole  thing  still  wants  confirmation.  The 
Hegelian,  quite  as  certainly  as  ‘ the  Kantian  and  Fich- 
tian  Philosophy,’  was  a ‘ pure  product’  of  the  ‘ factual 
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situation’  in  Germany.  Hegel  is  not  ‘ out-and-out  ac- 
tuated’ by  an  ‘ Ideal’  merely,  and  that  by  which  he  is 
actuated  is  neither  of  ‘ alien  soil’  nor  of  ‘ an  alien  time.’ 
‘ The  Apriorism  of  Hegel  ’ did^  ‘ like  the  Kantian,  de- 
rive from  the  concrete  inner.’  The  ‘ isolation’  of  the 
system  and  the  ‘ difference’  of  the  Logic  from  any  other 
have  had  comment  enough ; but  it  is  necessary  to  say  a 
word  as  regards  the  relation  of  Hegel  to  morality  and 
free-will.  It  must  suffice  at  present,  however,  just  to 
assert,  without  statement  of  proof,  that  Hegel,  while 
he  is  nowhere  greiitcr  in  himself,  is  nowhere  truer  to 
Kant,  than  in  all  that  appertains  to  Ethics.  I know 
not  that  there  is  any  lesson  in  any  mere  human  book 
tliat  can  at  all  approacli  in  value  the  lesson  that  comes 
to  us  from  the  words  Subjective  and  Objective  (Eonn 
and  Inhalt)  as  used  by  Hegel  in  a Practical  or  Ethical 
connexion.  It  is  quite  plain,  then,  from  a thousand 
tracks,  that  Haym  knows  nothing  of  the  true  and 
literal  derivation  of  Hegel  from  Kant. 

His  deliverances  in  regard  to  the  ‘ Frankfort  Sketch’ 
are  to  the  same  effect.  This  sketch  is  named  of  Frank- 
f(.)rt  because  it  seems  to  have  been  written  there  ; It 
daU;s  thus  not  later  than  1800 ; and  it  is  still  in  manu- 
script— a manuscript  ‘consisting  of  102  sheets  in  4to, 
of  which,  however,  the  three  first  and  the  seventli  are 
wanting.’  As  a specimen  of  the  contents  of  this  re- 
markable paper,  I translate  a passage  contained  in  the 
notes  to  Haym’s  book  : 

What  is  united  in  a judgment,  the  Subject  and  Predicate, 
the  former  the  Particular,  the  latter  the  Universal,  contra- 
dict themselves  through  their  antithesis  in  themselves  and 
through  the  oppose<l  subsumption  which  they  mutually  exer- 
cise; each  is  for  itself,  and  each  refers  itself  in  its  Kor-self- 
ity  (Kiirsichseyn,  Reing-for-self)  to  the  other,  and.  sets 
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(assumes,  infers,  implies,  or  eximplies)  reciprocally  the 
same  as  a Sublatod(-ity).  The  one  as  much  as  the  other 
must  exhibit  itself  as  setling  this  Ideality  in  the  other.  In 
the  way  in  wliich  they  refer  themselves  to  one  another  in 
the  notion  of  a judgment,  the  contradictory  Fiirsichseyn 
(self-completeness)  of  each  of  them  is  set ; each,  however,  is 
only  for  itself  in  that  the  other  is  not  for  itself ; as  they  are  in 
the  judgment  each  is  for  itself;  the  For-self-ness  of  the  one 
must  therefore  make  the  other  something  other  than  it  is 
immediately  set  in  the  judgment:  this  self-preservation 
through  subjection  of  the  other  under  itself  is  therefore  imme- 
diately an  othering  of  this  other ; but  the  nature  of  Judg- 
ment must  at  the  same  time  equally  assert  itself  in  this 
alteration  and  sublate  at  the  same  time  this  otherwise- 
ness. The  way,  therefore,  is  reflexion  of  this  other  into 
itself.  The  Realising  of  the  Terms  of  the  judgment  is  thus 
a double  one,  and  both  together  complete  the  Realising  of 
the  judgment  which  in  this  its  Totality  has  itself  become 
another ; in  that  the  peculiarity  of  the  Terms — which  pecu- 
liarity is  essential  to  the  judgment— has  through  its  reflexions 
sublated  itself  for  itself,  and  rather  fulfilled  for  itself  the 
empty  nexus  (co-reference). 

Wliat  Hegel  is  emploj^ed  on  here  is  the  act  of  Per- 
ception as  it  has  deinonstrated  itself  to  Kant,  that  is,  iis 
implying  a judgment,  the  subsumption  of  a Particular 
under  a Universal  into  a Singular.  The  matter  of  this 
act  is  carried  over  in  ultimate  or  pure  abstraction,  and 
put  in  relation  with  Kant’s  notion  of  an  a priori  syn- 
thetic judgment.  The  whole  thing  transforms  itself 
into  the  Notion,  the  Concrete  Notion  ; the  result  of 
which  is  a concrete  One,  an  apparent  Simple,  whose 
breadth,  however — whose  recognisable  breadth,  how- 
ever, is  a w’eb  of  two  opposites,  which,  singly  or  apart, 
are  the  two  constituent  abstract  moments.  It  is  thus 
he  gets  into  the  marrow  of  the  Notion,  and  by  close 
attention  now  to  this  side,  now  to  that,  and  now  to  the 
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uniting  be-reference,  the  whole  doctrine  of  the  Notion, 
and  of  the  Judgment,  and  of  the  Syllogism  realises 
itself  before  him.  The  subject  and  predicate,  the 
particular  and  the  universal,  being  both  seen  to  be 
the  same  in  the  absolute  Subject,  leads  to  ■ many  deep 
and  peculiar  considerations  too  ; and  all  this  is  here 
present  to  Hegel. 

The  quotations  of  Haym,  in  truth,  surprise  one  with 
the  light  they  throw  on  the  true  natm-e  of  the  genesis 
and  operations  of  Hegel.  Indeed,  the  perfection  to 
which  this  latter  has  already  brought  the  inquiry  is 
alone  fitted  to  surprise,  and  in  the  highest  degree. 
The  triplicity  is  full-formed,  and  the  various  divisions 
and  subdivisions,  if  with  differences  and  different  names, 
are  well  advanced  towards  the  form  they  were  after- 
wards to  assume.  In  short,  reciprocity,  the  disjunctive 
syllogism,  the  generalisation  of  the  generalisation  of 
Kant  into  its  ultimate  principle,  the  realisation  of  the 
tri-une  logical  nisus,  named  in  its  separate  or  abstract 
moments  Simple  Apprehension,  Judgment,  and  Eeason 
— this  realisation  carried  into  everything, — these  are 
the  creative  motives  apparently  throughout  the  whole 
sketch. 

Haym,  for  his  part,  knows  nothing  of  all  this ; these 
jieculiarities  are  to  him  unmeaning  blocks,  stumps,  over 
■which  he  is  constantly  stumbling  ; and  the  sincerest 
striving  after  the  inner  dialectic  of  the  Notion  can  only 
show  to  him  as  a barefaced  and  external  escamoterie. 
Had  Haym  truly  seen  what  was  at  work,  had  he  truly 
seen  the  exhaustive  study  of  Kant  and  the  carrying 
forward  of  the  principles  so  found  ; — had  he  known 
the  veritable  nature  of  what  Hegel  carried  in  his 
pocket  at  the  moment  that  he — in  appearance — gave 
in  his  adhesion  to  Schelling, — we  should  have  had 
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some  very  different  remarks  from  him  on  all  these 
points.  But  to  all  this  Haym  is  blind,  and  of  all 
this  he  speaks  blindly,  for  to  all  this  he  is  simply 
external.  Of  the  transition  of  the  notion.s,  the  ein- 
foche  Beziehung,  our  reflexion,  and  that  of  the 
thing  itself, — of  such  things,  he  remarks  (p.  109) : — 
‘ It  is  clear,  however,  that  it  would  be  a false  subtlety, 
would  we  see  here  more  than  one  of  the  many  formal- 
istic turns  and  expedients  of  the  system  at  present  in 
its  commencement.’  Ilaym  can  only  see  sophistic 
here  ; he  does  not  know  ‘ from  what  point  as  first  our 
dialectician  took  his  departure,  and  how  he  condi- 
tioned this  departure,’  but  supposes  so  and  so  ; he 
spejxks  of  ‘ the  designations  in  themselves  quite  unin- 
telligible of  Eeference,  Eolation,  and  Proportion,  &c.’ 
This  last  graduated  triplet  ought  not  to  have  been  so 
unintelligible,  for  it  exhibits  very'  clearly  its  relation  to 
the  Notion, — it  exhibits  very  clearly  the  struggles  of 
Hegel  towards  his  S}'stem.  Failing  to  perceive  his 
departure  from  Kant,  it  is  no  wonder  that  the  differences 
of  Hegel  from  Schelling  prove  so  puzzling  to  Haym. 
But  turn  we  now  to  his  mode  of  using  the  term  Begrifl', 
and  let  us  see  if  it  ever  stood  up  to  him — the  Begrifl’. 

This  Philosophy  ia  an  out-and-out  revolution  of  the  treat- 
ment of  the  Notion  (p.  107).  He  forgets,  in  the  necessity  to 
see  his  Ideal  in  representation  before  him,  the  impotence  of 
the  mere  Notion,  of  which  he  himself  had  spoken  (p.  86). 
With  both  there  unites  itself  the  necessity  to  represent  the 
inner,  to  find  what  were  represented,  as  an  actual.  The  organ 
of  such  representation  is  to  him,  such  is  the  nature  of  his 
spirit,  the  understanding,  the  sole  medium  in  which  said 
actualisation  can  go  on,  the  Notion.  It  is  not  enough  to  him 
to  have  heyriffen  Religion ; he  will  at  the  same  time  posse.ss  it, 
represent  it,  realise  it  in  the  Begriff  (p.  87).  When  he 
characterises  ‘ the  absolvite  Notion  ’ as  the  absolute  imme- 
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diate  contrary  of  itself  . . , this  is  a declaration  which  does 
not  remove  his  Schellingianisin,  &c.  (p.  212). 

It  were  endless  to  pursue  everywhere — especially  where 
only  an  ingenious  association  of  ideas  is  at  work — the  trail  of 
this  Dialectic.  Take,  by  way  of  example,  nevertheless,  the 
transition  from  the  ‘ Relation  of  Heing  ’ to  the  ‘ Relation  of 
Thinking.’  The  relation  of  Reciprocity  is  pre.sented  as  the 
most  highly  developed  form  of  the  one,  the  definite  notion  as 
the  most  original  form  of  the  other.  Transition  is  to  be 
accomplished  from  the  former  to  the  latter.  This  transition 
is  to  be  conceived  as  a transition  of  the  one  peculiarity  into 
the  other  as  its  ‘ Reality.’  This  Realising  is  to  be  considered 
to  occur  according  to  the  form  of  the  process  of  the  absolute 
Spirit;  according  to  the  form,  that  is,  of  ‘ the  othering  and  of 
the  return  from  the  othering.’  How  runs  the  deduction  ? 
In  the  relation  of  Reciprocity  opposites  are  beent  together. 
Each  of  the  opposed  substances  now  is  in  relation  to  the 
other  at  once  active  and  passive.  The  double  activity  of  both 
is  only  the  expression  of  this,  that  in  the  same  way  each  of 
tlie  two  is  sublated,  that  both  are  set  into  the  quiescence  of 
equipoise.  With  the  subtlest  reality  is  this  process  de.scribed 
by  Hegel  and  demonstrated  in  the  machinery  of  nature.  We 
see  depicted,  how  here  the  line  of  Origin  and  Cessation  goes 
on  forwards  and  backwards  in  intinUum,  how  here  many 
points  of  departure  and  issue  are  equally  infinite;  how  tlirough 
this  infinite  intricacy  and  intercrossing  of  origin  and  cessa- 
tion, the  Actuality  becomes  the  originating  and  at  the  same 
time  the  ceasing  Being  of  the  Substances.  Directly,  how- 
ever, the  limning  of  this  living  fact  becomes  compressed  into 
an  abstract  sunv.  Only  so  namely  can,  by  means  of  the 
catching  sight  of  an  ingenious  analogy,  the  reciprocal  inter- 
action and  interpassion  of  the  opposed  substances  be  converted 
into  its  ‘ Truth,'  into  the  notion  of  the  Notion,  that  is  to  say, 
into  the  relation  of  Universal  and  Particular.  The  truth  of 
the  relation  of  Reciprocity,  it  is  to  be  taken  now  then,  is  ‘ a 
fulfille<l  oneness  of  the  opposerl  peculiarities,  and  in  this  Sub- 
latcdness  at  the  same  time  a Positedness  (an  implication, 
cximplication)  of  the  same  as  Sublateds.  There  has  thus 
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hecome,  however,  the  contrary  of  itiiclf:  for  in  its  original 
notion  the  Oppo.sites  were  beent.’  It  is  thus,  negatively,  the 
dropping  of  the  characteristic  peculiarity  of  Reciprocity  that 
it  is  a commerce  of  iJeents,  and,  po.sitively,  attention  to  the 
oneness  of  Opposites,  it  is  the  one-sided  reflecting  on  the 
abstractest  trait  of  similarity  between  this  relation  and  that 
in  which  Universal  and  Particular  stand  to  each  other  in  the 
notion  proper, — it  is  by  this  that  Dialectic  here  turns  to 
nought  the  upright  meaning  of  Kant,  that  the  notion  pene- 
trates indeed  into  Being,  but  never  exhausts  it.  The  notion, 
then,  is  the  ‘ self-equal  oneness  of  Opposites,’  the  coming  into 
light  of  What  is  concealed  in  the  action  of  Reciprocity: — on 
this  thin  thread  hangs  the  transition  from  the  ontological  to 
the  logical  forms!  (Pp.  116-17.) 

It  is  not  our  purpose,  in  regard  to  tliesc  extracts,  to 
show  that  Haym  does  not  know  Vie  Notion ; — this 
has  been  shown  already ; — our  purpose  at  present  is 
only  to  show  that  when  Haym  says  the  notion  and  the 
notion  and  the  notion,  he  does  not  mean  the  Notion. 
We  are  not  called  upon  at  present  even  to  take  note  of 
what  Haym  says  of  Eeciprocity.  In  this  reference  we 
shall  saj^  this,  however,  that  in  his  own  view  Hegel  has 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  Being  or  Bec-nts  as  regards 
the  Eeciprocity  he  contemplates.  It  may  be  true  that, 
according  to  Kant,  the  Notion  ‘ strikes  itself  into  Being 
(Seyn),  but  does  not  exhaust  it:’  with  this,  Hegel  here 
has  no  concern.  But,  if  we  withdraw  from  Seyn  itself, 
or  any  Seyn,  all  the  moments  of  the  Notion,  it  will 
very  much  puzzle  Haym  himself  to  tell  us  what  then 
remains.  (In  a very  simple  sense,  indeed,  that  of 
which  there  can  be  and  is  no  Notion,  must  be  nothing.) 
To  Hegel  the  Notion  (not  any  thing,  not  any  Being  or 
Beiint)  of  Causality,  which  is  but  a form  of  the  Notion, 
hiis  by  its  own  dialectic  movement  passed  into  Eeci- 
procity. What  was  Cause  is  now  Effect  as  well,  and 
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what  ims  Effect  in  now  no  less  Cause.  They  were 
tautological  before,  and  they  are  now  only  differently 
tiiutological ; and  this  difference  is  the  product  of  the 
thing  itself.  To  Hegel  the  notion  of  Eeciprocity  is  a 
necessary  result  of  the  native  movement  of  the  element 
Thought  itself.  But  Haym  may  illustrate  the  thing  to 
himself  otherwise.  Haj’in,  we  may  certainly  say,  for 
example,  has  now  a crude  or  figurate  conception,  a 
VorsteUung,  of  Eeciprocity.  Well,  if  he  will  but  take 
the  trouble  narrowly  to  watch  his  VorsteUung,  whether 
as  in  Imagination  or  as  in  actual  Perception — if  he  will 
but  bike  the  trouble  to  throw  out  all  foreign  admix- 
ture.s,  if  he  will  but  take  the  trouble  to  purify  and 
reduce'  his  conception  into  its  absolutely  abstract 
notion,  — he  will  obtain  a result  — something  still 
appertinent  to  existence — so  peculiar  that  even  he 
wiU  have  some  difficulty  to  prevent  it  passing  into — 
the  notion  of  the  Notion.  What  we  have  before  us, 
then,  are  notions  as  notions,  or  the  fonns  of  the  notion 
as  such,  and  any  sneer  about  Being  and  Beents  is  quite 
irrelevant  and  beside  the  point. 

Kant,  Fichte,  Schclling,  and  just  any  German 
writer  since  the  first  of  these,  have  been  in  the  habit 
of  speaking  of  the  notion  just  as  they  would  speak  of 
the  perception.  This  is  simply  a German  method  of 
ex]iressing  what  Englishmen  express  by  Notions  in 
general.  Notions  as  such,  Perceptions  in  general.  Per- 
ceptions as  such.  The  Notion  and  the  Perception  of 
such  usage  are  just  the  universals  of  Notions  and 
Perceptions.  But  the  notion,  as  notion  universally,  as 
universal  notion  (though  the  meanings  will  in  the  end 
be  found  to  come  together),  does  not  at  all  mean  in 
this  usage  the  notion,  the  notion  singularly,  the  sin- 
gidar  Notion,  wdiich,  though  coming  to  him  by  natural 
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genesis  from  Kant,  is  peculiar  to  Ilegel.  Now  ‘ the 
notion,’  and  ‘ the  mere  notion,’  &c.,  of  Haym  is  the 
former  notion,  and  not  the  latter.  The  Perception 
is  at  this  moment  intelligible  as  Perception  taken  uni- 
versally ; but  if  ‘ the  Perception  ’ were  used  as  Hegel 
uses  ‘ the  Notion,’  then  the  Perception  would  be  one 
special,  particular  and  peculiar — would  be  a certain 
single  or  singular  Perception.  This  has  just  to  be 
pointed  out,  and  now  the  Eeader,  every  time  he  opens 
his  Hegel,  will  be  astonished  again  and  again  in  every 
page  that  he  did  not  see  before  that  Hegel  meant  by 
the  notion,  a notion,  a certain  particular  and  peculiar 
notion. 

It  requires  no  minute  inspection  of  the  quotations 
from  Haym  to  discern  that  all  this  has  escaped  him. 
He  identifies  the  understanding,  for  example,  with  the 
medium  of  the  notion,  or  just  with  the  notion.  To 
him  to  have  begriffen  something  and  to  realise  this 
something  in  the  BegrifT  are  two  different  things ; but 
to  Hegel  they  are  the  same  thing,  for  to  him  to 
begreifen  and  to  have  the  Begriff  have  both  the 
peculiar  and  the  same  peculiar  Hegelian  meaning — 
(a  meaning  in  the  end,  however,  that  coalesces  with 
the  ordinary  one,  though  to  the  development  of  a 
higher  and  entirely  new  stage  of  thought).  The 
mode  in  which  Haym  talks  of  the  ‘absolute  Notion’ 
is  quite  unconscious,  quite  blind,  quite  unwitting. 
Then  the  notion  of  the  notion  is  not  to  Haym  the 
notion  of  the  Notion  : it  is  but  the  relation  of  Uni- 
versal and  Particular  (which,  of  course,  is  true  too 
in  the  new  and  higher,  but  to  Haym  unknown  Hege- 
lian sense).  In  fact,  both  the  way  in  which  he  uses 
the  term,  and  his  perfectly  unconscious  commentary 
on  the  transition  of  Eeciprocity  into  the  Notion — the 
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actual  genesis  of  the  latter — demonstrate  Ilaym  never 
to  have  even  dreamed  of  reijardin"  the  notion  as  the 
Notion — that  single  and  singular  entity  which  Hegel 
means,  and  which  we  here  and  elsewhere  attempt  to 
express  and  convey. 

What  Haym  sees  is  but  the  attempt  at  an  organically 
articulated  Whole,  which  attempt  everybody  else  sees. 
What  he  would  do  now  is,  account  for  this  attempt; 
and  the  means  he  uses  are  an  Ideal  of  Hellenic  Cosmos 
which  he  holds  Hegel  to  realise,  and  which  he  himself 
would  in  explanation  realise,  by  ‘ various  w'ays,’  by 
‘ ?na?iy  turns  and  expedients.  ’ Haym  accordingly 
follows  Hegel  step  by  step  through  his  life  and  the 
series  of  his  publications.  He  is  thus  wdth  Hegel  and 
near  Hegel,  and  can  always  allude  to  some  fact  of 
Hegel.  But  the  boastful  exclamation,  every  now  and 
then,  ‘ Ha ! you  see  I am  on  his  traces ; I take  you 
with  me  into  the  very  den  of  the  unknown  and  inex- 
plicable monster  at  last,’  is  about  the  hoUowest  attempt 
to  bawl  oneself  and  others  into  a baseless  conviction  of 
success  which,  perhaps,  anyone  has  ever  witnessed. 
In  fact,  it  needs  not  directly  to  demonstrate  the  failure 
of  Haym  by  reference  to  the  historical  connexion,  the 
Frankfort  Sketch,  the  Begriff,  &c. : Haym’s  whole 
edifice  cannot  support  itself  on  its  own  incessant  self- 
contradictions,  but  tumbles  through  these  into  an  un- 
tenable chaos;  and,  for  a conclusive  and  satisfactory 
refutation,  it  sulhccs  to  show  this.  Nor  is  this  an 
operation  of  any  difficulty,  unless,  indeed,  the  extreme 
abundance  of  the  materials  shall  be  thought  such. 

The  single  Beginfi’  is  the  genetic  One  of  the  Many 
and  of  tire  All  of  Hegel.  Knowing  tliis,  Haym  would 
have  given  us  simplicity  and  consistency;  not  knowing 
this,  he  has  given  us,  instead,  only  multitude  and 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


Hegel’s  commentators. 


473 


incongruity.  Not  knowing  this,  he  has  exclaimed, 
Tliat  symmetrical  Totality  is  but  an  Ideal,  a Greek 
Ideal,  and  Hegel  has  necessarily  given  it  body  through 
a variety  of  miscellaneous  expedients.  Ilaym  accord- 
ingly sets  up  this  Ideal  as  his  own  principle  of  expla- 
nation ; this  is  his  facing,  and  behind  it,  to  fill  it  out 
into  a show  of  substance,  he  stuffs  all  manner  of  rags 
and  rubbish.  These,  however,  as  only  disconnectedly 
together,  easily  fall  piecemeal.  Aesthetic  fiction 
enunciated  of  a work  in  pure  Philosophy,  of  a w'ork 
in  Logic, — that  we  feel  at  once  is  not  likely.  Involun- 
tarily we  expect  the  theory  to  prove  insufficient,  self- 
contradictory, and  compelled  to  eke  itself  out  ever  and 
anon  from  elsewhere.  A dream  of  beauty  is  to  con- 
struct a Logic ! That  vast  Hegel,  whom  we  so  long 
to  know  just  something  of, — that  vast  Hegel  is  but  a 
dream,  and  as  the  smoke  of  a dream  he  shall  be  shut 
together  into  the  shining,  little,  literary  casket  of 
Haym  ! — No ; these  things  cohere  not ! Statement  is 
easy,  and  especially  to  so  accomplished  a rhetorician 
as  Haym  ; but  how — just  to  say  it  at  once — how  are 
wo  to  make  intelhgible  a warp  of  Ecflexion  and  a woof 
of  Imagination  weaving  into  a Logic  ? 

Even  in  the  extracts  which  have  been  given  already, 
many  contradictions,  on  examination,  show.  Litera- 
ture, in  fact,  occupied  with  the  satisfaction,  with  the 
applause  of  the  moment,  is,  perhaps,  in  its  own  nature 
prone  to  contradiction.  Coiisider  this  point  alone  : In 
the  extract  that  occurs  above  at  page  439,  we  are  told 
that  Gothe  and  Schiller  ‘ had  opened  to  the  Germans 
their  own  inner,’  ‘had  brought  for  this  people  its  Ideals 
and  Sentiments  to  view  ’ — ‘ even  as  Sophocles  and 
Aristophanes  (Thucydides  and  Plato  are  added  else- 
where— p.  146  of  Ilaym’s  book)  had  brought  to  the 
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Greeks  tlieirs  ; ’ ami  that  Hegel,  following  in  the  same 
track,  wanted  to  do  the  same  thing  by  the  categories 
and  notions  of  the  Germans — wanted  to  put  into  their 
hands  ‘a  Le.xicon,’  ‘ a pure  Grammatic’  of  such.  Now,  all 
the  world  is  agreed  that  Sophocles,  Aristophanes,  Thucy- 
dides, and  Plato  did  well  in  this  matter,  that  they  did  in 
this  a genuine  work  which  is  to  reap  the  gratitude  of 
the  latest  posterity.  We  are  to  supjjose,  then,  that  as 
these  were  to  the  Greeks,  Gdthe,  Schiller,  and  Hegel  are 
to  the  Germans,  and  similarly  deserve  well  at  the  hands 
of  posterity  for  an  honest  and  glorious  work  done.  But, 
in  our  very  next  extract,  all  this  is  strangely  changed. 
It  was  not  German  Ideals  and  Sentiments,  it  seems, 
after  all,  that  Gdthe  and  Schiller  and  Hegel  brought, — 
it  was  Greek  ones,  and  accordingly  the  Hellenising 
poetry  of  the  former  is  only  ‘ artificial,’  ‘ an  over- 
charged Idealistic  and  Typic,’  as  the  Hellenising 
philosophy  of  the  last  is  but  deception,  delusion,  and 
sophistic ! This,  as  one  sees,  is  but  a kind  of  literary 
speaking  in  the  air — for  speaking’s  sake  ! 

But  there  are  other  contradictions,  and  bearing  more 
dii-ectly  on  the  matter  in  hand.  We  see,  for  example,  to 
begin  with  the  earlier  extracts,  that  the  motive  of  Hegel 
is  an  Ideal  of  Beauty,  ‘ a poetic  impulse,’  derived  ‘ he 
knows  not  how,’  and  we  feel  that  the  result  is  not 
such  as  we  should  have  expected,  when  we  are  told 
that  it  is  ‘ no  unconscious  creation,’  ‘ no  jet,’  ‘ not  an 
invention  of  genias,’  but  ‘ a Gemachtes  (an  artifact) 
of  talent.’  Then  analysis  is  demonstrated  to  be  the 
forte  of  Hegel ; but  towards  his  Logic  it  is  not  analysis 
of  the  aporias  of  thought,  &c.,  w'hich  he  has  employed 
— no,  his  Logic,  on  the  contrary,  shall  be  a synthesis, 
an  {esthetic,  an  artificial  synthesis  ! It  is  from  Schelling 
that  Hegel  shall  derive  too,  at  the  same  time,  that  his 
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work  is  quite  unlike  tliat  of  Sclielling,  ‘ another  world 
from  the  first ! ’ One  moment  Hegel  is  to  Haym  in 
historical  connexion  with  Kant,  Fichte,  and  the  rest ; 
and,  the  next,  he  is  wholly  isolated,  disconnected,  cut 
off, — in  short,  totally  unlike  all  other  philosophers  in 
origin,  character,  &c.  History  (and  the  same  thing  is 
said  of  Perception)  is  the  ‘ concrete  agent  of  the  dia- 
lectic,’ ‘ natural  and  mental  life  its  principle,’  yet, 
‘ because  his  Apriorism  ( = his  dialectic),  unlike  the 
Kantian,  did  not  derive  from  the  concrete  inner,  &c.  &c.’ 
A multitude  of  extracts  which  are»  now  in  place,  and 
Avhich  were  translated  directly  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
monstrating the  numberless  contradictions  into  which 
Haym’s  impossible  theorj’  leads  him,  must,  out  of  con- 
siderations of  space  (which  are  now  not  unnatural), 
be  passed  over  with  but  an  occasional  touch.  We 
find,  from  page  229,  that  the  Greek  Ideal  stands  in 
need  of — among  other  supplementary  expedients — a 
Protestant  Heal ! We  are  told,  too,  that  in  the  Frank- 
fort Sketch  (p.  121)  ‘never  has  the  Hegelian  system 
receded  from  these  its  fundamental  articulations  ; ’ yet, 
‘when  Hegel  undertook  the  elaboration  of  a Logic,’ 
we  learn  (p.  293)  that  ‘ he  did  this  from  quite  other 
points  of  view,  with  multiphed  other  objects ! ’ We 
are  led  to  suppose,  then,  that  Hayra  is  quite  prepared 
for  a difference  here.  But  no : having  said  this — 
which  would  account  for  any  difference — he  seems  im- 
mediately to  forget  what  he  has  said,  and  suddenly  to 
awake  to  the  necessity  of  demonstrating — as  in  agree- 
ment with  his  theory — that  we  have  still  the  old 
identity  everywhere.  This,  indeed,  is  not  effected 
without  something  of  confusion.  Though  the  crabbed 
opacity  of  the  Frankfort  Sketch  has  been  made  obvious 
to  us  by  the  most  telling  words,  and  though  the  grate  • 
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ful  change  of  the  Logic  to  perspicuity  and  symmetry, 
to  aids  and  -assistances  of  all  kinds,  has  been  by  the 
same  means  made  equally  plain,  we  find  that  it  is 
expected  ,of  us  to  believe,  that  tliere  is  no  real  differ- 
ence between  tliese  works,  but  only  the  appearance  of 
such,  in  consequence  of  ‘the  freshness,  fullness,  and 
colour  of  youth  ’ in  the  former  having  naturally  con- 
tracted ‘ the  wrinkles,  ossifications,  and  callosities  ’ of 
age  in  the  latter ! It  does  not  surprise  us  that  Haym 
should  intimate  here  that  it  will  tax  ‘ all  our  powers  of 
memory  and  disciSrnment  ’ to  see  tliis — this,  and  any 
moderately  satisfactory  measure  of  human  consistency 
and  sense  ! These  metapliors,  indeed,  about  ‘ wrinkles,’ 
‘ hulls,’  ‘ kernels,’  ‘ cores,’  &c.,  only  betray  the  contra- 
diction they  are  intended  to  hide  (see  p.  302). 

At  pages  173,  318,  323,  are  opportunities  of  in- 
specting the  materials,  ‘ the  most  multifarious  sensuously 
realistic  and  spiritually  realistic,  as  well  as  historical 
motives,’  out  of  which  the  beautiful  Cosmos  (!)  is 
‘ woven  together ; ’ and  at  pages  103-5,  we  have  a 
detailed  statement  of  how  Ilaym  believes  Hegel  to 
have  gone  to  work  in  rearing  his  system  generally. 
Positively  the  residtant  edifice  is  not  one  whit  stronger, 
not  one  whit  less  miscellaneous  than  any  school-girl 
shall  build  you  of  a holiday.  To  Haym  it  all  depends  on 
this,  ‘ that  the  same  combining  imagination  which  sup- 
pleted  the  schema  of  the  whole,  should  perpetually 
conjoin  and  bring  into  play  at  once  both  of  the  faculties 
from  the  co-operation  of  which  the  problem  as  problem 
sprang.’  The  two  faculties  which  imagination  is  here 
expected  to  unite,  are  Understanding  and  Perception. 
Now  the  word  for  Perception  here  (Anschanung)  is 
very  frequently  used — by  Haym  himself  among  others 
— in  a way  that  confounds  it  very  much  with  Imagi- 
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nation  itself.  It  commonly  indicates  the  apprehension 
of  images  whether  outwardly  by  sense  or  inwardly  by 
phantasy.  It  is  not  really,  then,  hair-spUtting,  to  say 
that  Haym  here  calls  on  imagination  to  conjoin  two 
faculties  one  of  ■which  Ls  itself.  But  no  sooner  has 
Ilaym  made  this  call  on  imagination,  than  he  makes 
the  same  call  as  strongly,  and  more  strongly,  on  under- 
standing : — 

The  special  strength  of  this  intellect  (he  says)  lies  in  the 
tenacity  of  its  faculty  of  abstraction,  in  the  iudefatigableness 
of  its  reflection ; the  whole  burthen  and  honour  will  fall, 
conse((uently,  on  the  function  of  the  understanding  [what  is 
imagination  to  be  about  now,  then?]  : in  fact,  and  in  truth, 
it  will  be  the  totality  of  the  mind  [Haym  has  got  it  at  hist] 
which  acts  in  the  execution  of  the  world-picture ; in  preten- 
sion and  appearance,  it  will  be  a work  of  pure  thought,  or  of 
abstract  understanding. 

Ilaym,  then,  asks  as  regards  the  getting  actually  to 
w'ork, — and,  in  view  of  such  processes  and  tools,  the 
question  seems  very  natural, — 

How  otherwise  will  this  be  possible  but  by  a scries  of 
compromises?  The  logical  element  plainly  (he  continues) 
must  be  everywhere  blunted  and  bent ; the  living  element, 
again,  must  everywhere  up  to  a certain  degree  accommodate 
itself  to  the  logical  one:  only  with  broken  limbs,  indeed,  will 
the  beautiful  life  of  the  all  appear  in  the  form  of  reflection ; 
but  this  reflection,  on  its  part,  will  become  \will  become  is 
not  difficult  to  say]  as  much  alive  as  possible,  it  will  become 
elastic  and  dialectic  reflection ! 

A perusal  of  the  whole  passage  will  bring  out  evciy 
mark  that  is  set  here,  in  infinitely  stronger  rehef,  in 
infinitely  more  glaring  colours,  and  the  reader  ivill 
feel  no  surprise  that  all  this  .sliould  suggest  itself  to 
Ilaym  as  ‘ not  unUke  the  quadrature  of  the  circle ! ’ 
He  will  probably  raise  his  eyebrows,  however,  when 
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he  finds  that  to  the  same  Haym,  ‘ all  these  operations  ’ 
shall  ‘ express  the  special  secret  of  Hegel’s  treatment 
of  the  notion  ’ — only — ‘ they  must  conceal  themselves 
under  abstract  forms  ! ’ 

The  confusion,  the  inconsistency,  the  inconceivable- 
ness, the  constant  necessity  of  plausible  shadings  and 
additaments — all  this  is  too  clear  here  to  require  expo- 
sition. How  imagination  and  understanding  might  co- 
operate to  a fiction,  one  can  see  well  enough  ; but  that 
this  fiction  should  be  also  a Logic  and  a Grammatic 
of  pure  German  thought,  and  a Sophistic  of  Greek 
Ideals,  and  a beautiful  Totality,  and  a broken-limbed 
beautiful  Totality  I — ‘ compromises  ’ we  do  see,  but  they 
are  compromises  into  which  Haym  himself  flounders, 
in  the  bewildered  defence  of  an  altogether  impossible 
theory  ! 

Such  is  the  wonderful  double  faculty,  the  sinniger  * 
Verstand,  with  which  Haym,  for  his  own  purposes, 
compliments  Hegel.  In  this  reference  the  following 
passage  is  worth  quoting  for  additional  illustration : — 

It  is  easy  to  see  that  this  vacillation  between  the  preference 
which  is  given  now  to  the  pure  Spiritual  and  now  to  the  Real 
has  its  foundation  in  the  ambiguity  of  the  Hegelian  mood  of 
mind  generally.  It  is  the  same  vacillation  that  makes  him 
declare  at  one  time  the  reality  of  the  state,  at  another  the 
ideality  of  art,  religion,  and  science,  as  the  most  consummate 
truth  of  the  absolute  spirit.  It  is  the  same  vacillation  that 
sends  him  to  seek  the  greatest  satisfaction  now  in  the  practical 
establishment  of  a vigorous  and  capable  German  State,  and 
now  in  the  philosophical  construction  of  a harmonious  Ideal 
State  rounded  into  itself.  It  is  the  same  vacillation  that 

• It  is  difilcult  to  translate  the  bably  both  its  etymological  and 
sinniger  of  Ilaj-m.  The  dictionary  ordinary  senses  in  his  mind.  It 
senses  are  : sensible,  judicious,  seems  to  convey  to  him  a sense  at 

thoughtful,  circumspect,  ingenious,  once  of  subtle  (even  crafty)  and 
■well-devised,  &c.  Ilaym  has  pro-  realistic. 
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leads  him  to  work  the  concrete  into  his  Logic  and  Metaphysic, 
and  then  again  in  his  Real  philosophy  to  rarify  the  concrete 
into  abstractions.  It  is  the  same  vacillation  that  on  every 
point  of  the  system  causes  the  tongue  of  the  dialectic  balance 
to  swing  now  over  to  the  actual,  and  now — though  in  the 
ever-identical  tendency  of  the  ‘ Realising  ’ of  the  moments — to 
swing  back  to  the  notional.  On  this  ambiguity  the  whole 
system  rests.  From  this  ambiguity  the  whole  dialectic  feeds 
itself.  It  is  the  bottom  and  the  root,  the  life  and  the  move- 
ment— it  constitutes  the  worth  and  the  worthlessness,  the 
strength  as  well  as  the  weakness  of  this  philosophy.  The 
philosopher  is  quite  the  same  as  the  pedagogue  (Hegel  is  now 
at  Kiimberg).  The  inconsequence  of  the  latter  is  the  incon- 
sequence of  the  former.  Here  as  there,  in  fine,  the  pre- 
ponderance inclines  periodically  now  to  the  one  and  again  to 
the  other  of  the  two  sides.  It  inclines  at  the  present  period 
to  the  side  of  the  abstract  and  logical.  At  the  same  time  at 
which  the  philosophy  of  the  Spirit  is,  in  the  Encyclopaedia, 
enriched  by  a new  section  in  being  carried  up  beyond  the 
System  of  Ethics  into  the  consideration  of  Art,  Religion,  and 
Science,  at  that  same  time  it  is  declared  that  a philosophical 
etlucation  in  public  schools  must  apply  itself  to  the  abstract 
form — that  the  abstract  is  not  merely  in  itself  the  earlier  and 
the  truer,  but  also  the  easier  and  to  the  pupil  the  more  intel- 
ligible! . . . The  most  essential  result  of  his  scholastic 
activity  (at  Niimberg  namely),  the  special  memorial  of  this 
epoch  of  Hegel’s  life  lies  before  us  in  the  three  volumes  of  the 
‘ Science  of  Logic  ’ (pp.  289-91). 

The  vacillation,  the  ambiguity  dwelt  on  here  is  but 
misintelligence.  The  reason  seems  to  lie  in  this,  that 
the  oscillation  of  the  dialectic  is  altogether  misunder- 
stood and  mis-named.  Vacillation  is  in  very  truth  the 
absolutely  last  word  that  it  should  occur  to  anyone  to 
attribute  to  Hegel,  who,  as  much  as  any  man  that  ever 
lived,  is  always  consistent  with  himself.  The  reality 
of  the  state,  of  nature,  &c.,  and  the  ideality  of  art, 
of  logic,  &c.,  have  all  of  them  their  prescribed  places — 
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they  interfere  not  with  each  other,  and  Hegel  looks 
tlirough  all  and  over  all  from  the  beginning.  How 
dilTerently  Haym  would  speak  did  he  know  the  Be- 
griff,  did  he  truly  know  the  origin,  principle,  and 
matter  of  Hegel ! It  is  the  very  essence  of  the  science 
itself  that  there  should  be  ever  and  everywhere  a 
factor  or  moment  of  ideality  and  a factor  or  moment 
of  reality,  and  that  the  latter  in  the  end  should  always 
be  subordinated  to  the  former.  We  have  seen  already 
Hegel  enunciate  the  advantage  of  abstract  instruction 
at  the  commencement  of  study,  and  we  feel  that  it 
really  requires  no  very  special  knowledge  of  the  man 
and  his  work  to  understand  that  the  theoretic  writing 
in  the  Encyclopaedia  and  the  practical  prescripts  of 
the  Nlirnberg  Gymnasium  nowise  clash,  and  that  it 
is  only  externality  of  view  that  could  possibly  be 
tempted  to  make  them  clash.  Haym  himself,  with 
acceptance,  points  out  elsewhere  that  Hegel  demon- 
strates ‘ the  abstract’  to  be  at  present  the  nearest  and 
most  current  to  us.  In  fact,  the  extract  is  a very  ex- 
cellent specimen  of  the  worth  of  mere  literature.  These 
words,  in  literary  reference,  are  perfect : no  general 
member  of  the  public,  hearing  them,  but  must  yield  to 
the  delight  and  the  seeming  instruction  they  convey. 
No  trick,  no  air,  no  antithesis  of  such  balanced  charac- 
terisiition  fads.  The  very  breadth  is  in  keeping  with 
the  ed(je,  the  fullness  with  the  point.  It  seems  deci- 
sive ; yet  is  it  but  words.  Go  and  see  Hegel  handle 
a Kant,  and  know  the  difference  between  a thinker  and 
a litterateur — between  the  solid  aliment  that  fills  and 
feeds,  and  the  brilliant  gas  that  but  inflates  and  makes 
wmdily  to  reel. — Hegel’s  logic  the  most  essential  re- 
sult of  his  scholastic  activity  ! This  is  in  one  apex, 
the  tjqie  of  the  entire  business.  Does  anyone  believe 
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tliat  Hegel’s  Logic  is  the  result  of  his  temporary  em- 
])loyment  as  schoolmaster  at  Nurnberg,  ■when  forced  by 
Napoleon’s  Prussian  campaign  to  detjrade  from  his 
Professorship  at  Jena  ? Does  anyone  believe  that  we 
should  not  have  had  the  Logic,  and  essentially  the 
siune  Logic — its  roots  lying  in  quite  another  soil — 
tliougli  Hegel  had  never  seen  Niirnberg?  Why  fdl  up 
paper  with  these  emptinesses,  then — this  mere  play{7ij 
at  aiusative  relations,  at  connective  articulations  ? Is 
this  aught  else  than  a sort  of  customary  Tarantula- 
dance  of  -what  is  called  Literature  ? Will  the  slow'cst 
to  believe  this  any  longer  doubt  when  he  is  told  that 
Hay  in  cannot  restrain  himself  from  deriving  the  JJau 
of  the  Logic  from  the  Bau  of  the  Niirnberg  street- 
gables  ? 

Haym  accentuates  elsewhere  also,  and  at  great 
length,  the  incongruity  that  seems  to  lie  between  the 
j)retensions  of  the  Logic  as  the  pure  truth,  and  tliose 
of  the  Pliilosophies  of  Nature  and  the  Spirit  as  also 
the  pure  tiaith,  and  asks  where  is  the  special  seat  of 
Hegel’s  Philosophy.  This  is  from  the  outside  and 
l)eside  the  point.  The  incongniity,  however,  is  held 
up  to  reprobation  by  the  same  method  of  dexterous 
literature.  Haym,  how'ever,  would  never  have  seen 
incongruity,  had  he  been  able  through  Hegel  to  see 
Ileci[)rocity,  the  animating  reciprocity  of  the  undeni- 
able actual. 

To  Haym,  then,  amljiguity  is  tlie  product,  and  sin- 
niger  Yei'stand  tlie  instrument.  It  but  suits  tlie  case 
tliat  this  instrument  should,  as  we  have  seen,  be  itself 
an  ambiguity — should  be  itself,  even  like  the  rest  of 
the  busines.s,  an  ambiguity  and  a blur, — confusion 
which  every  new  shift  but  worse  confounds.  Had 
Haym  been  but  able  to  look  from  the  mside  instead  of 
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the  out,  from  the  centre  instead  of  the  circumference, 
— liad  he  been  but  able  to  see  the  one  sluittle  and  the 
one  thread  of  the  BegrilT, — the  incoherent  and  unten- 
able Many  of  a dead  chaos  would  have  collapsed 
before  him  into  the  One  of  a living  organism : in 
other  words,  sinniger  Vemtand  would  have  become 
anschauendcr  Verstand ! And  now  we  have  touched 
the  thing  with  a needle : it  is  impossible  more  glaringly 
to  put  the  mistake  of  Hayni ; it  is  impossible  more 
glaringly  to  put  the  self-refutation  of  Haym. 

This  even-handed  justice 
Commends  the  ingredients  of  our  poisoned  chalice 
To  our  own  lips. 

Shall  this  suffice,  or  shall  we  spread — after  the  method 
of  Literature — the  burthen  of  these  two  simple  adjec- 
tives over  a score  of  pages  ? Shall  we  form  antitheses : 
the  one  is  confusion,  the  other  order,  the  one  false- 
hood, the  other  truth,  the  one  darkness,  the  other 
light,  the  one  death,  the  other  life,  &c.  &c.  H — Well,  it 
is  impossible  altogether  to  rcsi.st  remark  here,  but  we 
shall  endeavour  to  be  short. 

Haym  speaks  (108)  of  the  sinniger  Verstand  which 
is  one  of  his  compulsory  shifts  to  explain  Hegel,  as  an 
understanding  that  is  ‘ at  once  accompanied  and  led  by 
an  instinct  for  the  concrete,  and  for  the  concrete  that 
lurks  in  the  abstract:  just  so,’  he  says,  ‘ is  Hegel  enabled 
to  disentangle  those  threads  from  the  notions  through 
which  it  is  pos.sible  to  spin  tliem  into  other  and  further 
notions.’  Look  now  not  from  the  outside,  hke  Haym 
who  sees  only  the  rising  up  of  an  artificial  aggregate, 
but  from  the  inside  to  which  the  oppo.sed  adjectives 
have  given  entrance,  and  observe  the  wonderful,  new, 
living,  and  coherent  .sense  which  these  Avords  of  Iltijun 
have  at  once  assumed ! ‘An  instinct  for  the  concrete ! ’ 
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— Yes  ! — but  not  such  as  Haym  contemplated.  ‘ So 
he  was  enabled  to  disentangle  the  threads  of  the  no- 
tions ! ’ — Yes ! — but  not  by  artifice,  not  by  pretence, 
not  by  a sinniger  Verstand  that  was  merely  glued  to- 
gether,— no ! — but  by  a living  anschauender  Verstand, 
an  Undemtanding  which  had  come  into  po.ssession  of 
the  C<mcrete  Notion,  and  was  filled  and  quickened  by 
its  life.  That  broad-painted  ambiguity,  then,  of  which 
Haym,  ambiguously  to  thought  if  antithetic;illy  to 
literature,  speaks  as  ‘ the  worth  and  the  worthlessness, 
the  strength  as  well  as  the  weakness’  of  the  Hegelian 
philosophy,  is  an  involuntary  testimony  to  the  success 
of  this  last.  That  Haym  should  think  of  a sinniger 
Verstand  with  reference  to  Hegel  tends  to  point  out 
that  Hegel  has  succeeded  in  realising  that  anschauen- 
der Verstand  of  which  Schelling  made  so  much  with 
reference  to  Kant.  The  presumption  is  thus  extended 
to  us,  that  Hegel  has  found  the  single  unity  of  the  All, 
and  from  it  and  through  it  been  enabled  to  develope 
the  All.  The  limts  natune  of  an  impossible  faculty, 
so  far  as  Haym  is  concerned,  is  seen  to  indicate  the 
very  inmost  secret  of  the  very  latest  philosopliy! 

It  is  true  that  Hegel  would  conduct  the  universe 
into  Totality,  into  a single  life,  and  Hayra’s  error  is  in 
a.ssuming  the  proce.ss  to  be  only  ambiguity.  Hegel 
simply  believes  in  God,  believes  that  the  universe  is 
God’s ; believes  that  in  God,  therefore,  all  rounds 
itself  to  Totahty.  Totality,  then,  is  the  one  funda- 
mental truth,  and  Hegel  has  only  sought  the  clue  to  it. 
Wlien  Haym  talks  of  Spirit  as  this  clue,  he  is  nearer 
the  tnith  than  when  he  forgets  it  for  his  sinniger  Ver- 
stand. God  is  a Spirit,  and  Man,  made  in  the  image 
of  God,  is  a Spirit,  and  the  life  of  a Spirit  is  Thought. 
The  early  notes,  however,  in  what  is  called  the 
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Struggle  to  Hegel,  show  that  knowledge  to  this  ex- 
tent comes  from  the  surface  and  from  the  first ; and 
Ilajmi  caimot  really  name  the  tchence,  the  hoic,  the 
ichat  of  this  Spii'it.  He  can  only  talk  of  its  analogy; 
he  cannot  realise,  he  cannot  elTect  its  fusion  into  the 
diversified  material.  Haym  says  of  this  movement: 

‘ This  dialectic,  to  believe  Hegel,  is  nothing  else  than 
the  principle  of  all  natural  and  menttd  hfe  : the  re- 
verse is  the  truth, — natural  and  mental  life  is  tlie 
principle  of  that  dialectic’  (p.  320).  To  reverse,  is  to 
misundei'stund,  Hegel : but  what,  after  all,  do&s  the 
reversal  amount  to  ? Would  it  be  wrong  in  Hegel  to 
make  natural  and  mental  life  the  principle  of  his  dia- 
lectic ? Where  else  would  Haym  have  Hegel  look  for 
the  princii>le  of  his  dialectic?  Again,  if  natural  and 
mental  life  thus  identify  itself  wth  the  dialectic,  shall 
we  not  prefer  to  regard  the  latter,  or  abstract  element, 
as  the  principle,  and  the  fonner,  or  concrete  element, 
as  the  realisation  of  the  principle  ? But,  take  it  either 
way,  let  it  be  said  with  Hegel  that  the  dialectic  is  the 
principle  of  reality,  or  let  it  be  said  with  Haym  that 
reality  is  the  {)rinciple  of  the  dialectic,  we  have  in  botli 
ways  the  .same  result — an  identification  of  Logic  and 
the  Actual ! 

Are  they,  then,  not  to  be  identified  ? Are  Logic 
and  the  Actual  for  ever  to  confront  each  other  divided 
by  the  impa-ssable  chasm  of  an  irreconcilable  difference  ? 
What  were  Logic  thus  separated,  thus  inapplicable? 
What  were  the  good  of  Logic,  if  it  is  not  to  be  con- 
ceived as  tlie  thought,  the  principle,  of  the  Actual  ? 
But  tills  is  just  Hegel’s  attempt:  he  would  realise  and 
systematise  the  identification'  of  Logic  with  the  Actual. 
Why,  then,  should  Haym  stigmatise  this  attempt  as 
‘self-contradictory  in  itself,’  as  ‘a  confusion  and  cor- 
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ruption  of  the  understanding  and  its  conscience  ? ’ 
Idealism  woidd  result,  but  that  need  not  scare  us. 
That  we  are  here  to  tliink,  involves  the  virtual  identity 
of  thinking  with  that  which  it  thinks  ; for  to  think  is 
to  assimilate.  Eeality  and  Ideality  must  be  sef  equal; 
the  breadth  of  the  universe  is  the  reciprocity  of 
Eeahty  and  Ideality  ; but  the  single  pivot  of  rotation 
is  Ideality  itself.  Nevertheless,  though,  in  this  way. 
Thought  and  Perception  are  virtually  identical ; there 
is  no  necessity  to  confound  opposing  spheres. 

Can  it  be  else,  then,  here,  than  that  Ilaym  has  just 
missed  the  matter  in  hand,  and  all  the  while  been  but 
beating  the  air  ? It  is  the  problem  of  problems  that 
Hegel  would  solve,  and  not  the  contradiction  of  contra- 
dictions that  he  would  only  cloak  : his  crime  to  Ilaym 
is  his  virtue  to  the  Absolute.  Nay,  Ilaym  himself 
means  nothing  else,  though  he  does  not  see  it,  when 
he  accentuates  the  Eeal  and  would  have  us  seek 
wisdom  in  the  Concrete.  Wlien  the  whole  Concrete 
had  disappeared,  resolved  into  the  Wisdom  which 
Ilaym  contemphites,  what  were  this  Wisdom  but  the 
Thought  of  the  Concrete — T^gic?  The  msthetic 
element  and  the  logical  element  must,  in  the  end, 
coincide ; and  of  the  two  ways  of  putting  this, — 
dialectic  is  principle  of  life,  hfe  is  principle  of  dia- 
lectic,— is  not  the  alternative  of  Hegel  the  more 
legitimate  and  correct  ? Haym,  thus,  would  seem 
unable  to  bring  his  oum  thoughts  together.  Like  a 
true  litterateur,  he  riots  in  the  infinite  out  of  one  an- 
other of  Perception  ; Ideas,  Thoughts,  Notions,  are  as 
casual  and  diverse  organisms  that  delight  him  there; 
but  he  is  unable  to  bring  the  different  of  Perception 
into  the  unity  of  the  Undei'standing.  This  purldiiid- 
ness  seems  strange  in  a spirit  so  vivid,  but — (witness 
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the  German  IdoaLs  that  were  yet  Greek  Ideals) — it  is 
a true  trait  and  constant. 

Ilaym,  in  truth,  is  perhaps  very  nearly  exclusively 
concerned  with  the  perfecting  of  his  merely  literaiy 
])icture ; and  that  is  largely  accomplished  by  the  liberal 
use  of  that  peculiarly  literary  expedient,  the  supposi- 
titious es  soil.  That  is,  Haym  gets  within  Hegel,  and 
reports  to  us  how  Hegel  sketches  out  his  work  before 
him  by  a ‘ this  shall  be  done,’  and  ‘ that  shall  be  done;  ’ 
but  Haym  {ill  the  time  is  lapped  only  ia  his  own 
dream.  This  soli  and  sollen  (v.  p.  316  and  the 
volume  passim),  this  ascription  of  plausible  genetic 
motive,  grows  into  a I'cry  happy  literary  structure, 
which,  however,  just  builds  the  philosophy  it  would 
enclose  — out. 

Tliere  are  deliverances  of  Haym  in  reference  to 
Being  and  Nothing,  Finite  and  Infinite,  Qualitative 
and  Quantitative,  &c.,  which  might  he  used  towards 
the  same  general  conclusion  here  of  contradiction  and 
defective  information ; but  enough  probably  has  in 
that  respect  been  now  said,  and  we  may  remind  only 
of  the  wondcrfid  and  true  metaphysic  which  we  have 
seen  these  points  really  to  contain.  It  throws  light 
just  to  know  that  Haym  (291)  is  surprised  Hegel  should 
.speak  of  ‘ Philosophy  being  as  docible  as  Geometry;’ 
and  there  is  a little  mistake,  on  Haym’s  part,  about 
Eeason,  which  it  is  perhaps  worth  the  trouble  to  cite. 
One  aspect  of  the  duplicity  which  Haym  sees  in  Hegel 
concerns  the  contrast  which  this  latter  exhibits  of  the 
remotest  unreality  in  the  extravagance  of  his  specu- 
lation, and  of  the  nearest  reality  in  tlie  sobriety  of  his 
understanding.  Now  the  ‘ Reason’  of  the  following 
sentence  (269)  is  supposed  by  Haym  to  stand  for  this 
said  sobriety  of  understanding.  ‘ That  “ Reason  ” whicli 
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a reader  of  Hegel’s  philosophical  writings,’  says 
Haym,  ‘ might  easily  mistsike  for  an  element  wholly 
apart,  is  curtly  defined  as  the  capability  of  being 
awake,  of  seeing  in  all,  and  of  saying  to  all,  what 
it  is.”  ’ Reason  here,  however,  is  not  simply  vigilant 
common  sense ; it  is  more  than  that, — it  is  trans- 
cendental reason,  dialectic  reason,  speculative  reason, 
Hegel’s  reason.  Reason  Proper,  which,  when  employed 
on  one  moment  of  a concrete,  will  not  allow  its  own 
abstraction  to  blind  it  to  the  other : it  ■will  keep 
‘ a"wake,’  it  will  see  ‘ all,’  and  it  will  say  to  all,  ‘ w}mt 
it  is! 

In  the  obliquity  of  Ilaym  towards  Hegel  there 
mingles,  as  we  would  now  point  out,  a certain  politiad 
bias.  Political  bias,  indeed,  what  we  may  call  a sort 
of  Fichtian  llame  of  Liberalism,  is  a chief  characteristic 
of  Haym;  and  he  cannot  view  with  patience  the  con- 
servatism of  Hegel,  whom  he  seems  almost  to  suspect  of 
.simple  ratting.  This  comes  forward  in  what  he  says 
of  Hegel’s  inaugural  address  at  Berlin.  The  address 
itself,  we  may  remark,  is  veiy  short  and  very  plain, 
but  in  its  matter  peculiarly  rich.  Hegel  begins  in  it  by 
expressing  plea.sure  at  the  wider  sphere  of  usefulne.ss 
extended  to  him  by  his  new  position,  now  and  here  : 
now  that  peace  promises  scope  for  philosophy ; and 
here  in  a centre  of  civilisation  that  has  so  distinguished 
itself.  Now  this  last  topic  receives  but  a word — a 
word,  too,  perhaps  tamer  than  is  usual  and  conven- 
tional in  all  such  circumstances — yet  to  Haym  ‘ the 
sum  of  this  addre.ss  consists  in  the  demonstration  of 
the  mutual  affinity  and  necessity  of  the  Prussian  Go- 
vernment and  the  Hegelian  Theory  !’  (P.  357.) 

Something  of  the  same  spirit  sharpens  the  chuckle  : 

‘ thus  runs  the  naive  self-confassion  of  the  Absolute 
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Idealism  that  it  is  not  absolute’  (p.  387).  Hegel,  in  his 
works,  stamls  .so  pert’ectly  self-consistent  iis  regards  wliat 
is  absolute  and  what  is  not  absolute  in  his  mode  of  look- 
ing, that  both  ‘ self-confession  ’ and  ‘ naive,’  as  words 
quite  alien,  simply  surprise.  We  have  but  to  read  the 
Begriff  der  Natur  with  which  the  Naturphilosopliie 
opens  to  obtain  the  necessary  conviction  here. 

There  is  an  allusion  to  Jacobi  which  is  not  dis- 
crepant. ‘This  is  the  first  instance,’  says  Haym, 
referring  to  a certain  identification  of  himself,  on  the 
part  of  Hegel,  with  the  philosopher  just  named,  ‘ of 
that  Geneigtheit  des  Concordirens  und  Paciscirens,  that 
trick  of  making  union  and  peace  which,*  later  in  the 
philosojfiiy  of  Religion,  as  in  reference  to  the  Dog- 
matic of  the  Church,  reached  its  acme  ’ (p.  346). 
Now  this  is  not  the  first  example  of  the  tendency  in 
question,  nor  w'ere  it  very  easy  to  point  out  where 
th.at  first  example  is  contained,  unless  we  just  say  that 
the  first  sentence  written  by  Hegel,  after  he  reached 
years  of  discretion,  constitutes  such  example.  From 
first  to  last  Hegel  has  no  object  whatever  but  this 
Concordiren  and  Pacisciren.  The  Aufkliirung,  or  Illu- 
mination, by  the  light  of  Private  Judgment,  has  gutted 
humanity  of  its  wdiole  concrete  substance : Hegel  would 
restore  this  substance  but — in  this  light.  This  is  the 
whole — there  is  nothing  but  this  in  Hegel — and  this  is 
a compromise.  It  is  this  compromise,  however,  which 
Haym  docs  not  understand — certainly  not  in  its  grounds 
— and  which,  therefore,  he  jeeringly  names  a ‘ Concor- 
diren and  Pacisciren.’  Now  what  else  was  the  action 
of  Jacobi  than  to  take  stand  by  tins  very  substance, 
the  enlujhtened  gutting-out  of  which  it  was  the  precise 
object  of  Hegel  to  undo?  What  wonder,  tlien,  if 
Hegel  pointed  out  that  what  Jacobi  sought  to  realise 
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l)y  the  method  of  Sentiment,  and  in  a consequently 
rhapsodic*  form,  he  himself  had  realised  l)y  the  method 
of  knowledge,  and  in  a consequently  exact  and  uecesssiry 
form  ? 

Ilaym’s  dissatisfaction  with  certain  of  the  Hegelian 
religious  tenets  is  on  the  same  platfonn.  ‘ Only  the 
long  predominance,’  he  says,  ‘ fimt  of  the  Kantian  and 
then  of  the  Hegelian  philosophy,  has  aviiiled  to  obscure 
the  simple  truth,  that  Religion,  quite  as  much  as 
Speech  or  as  Art,  is  a specific  mode  of  expression  of 
the  human  spirit’  (p.  399);  and,  again,  ‘an  ofiensive 
coquetting  at  once  with  orthodoxy  and  [)hilosophy 
became  the  order  of  the  day,  peiqilcxed  the  head  and 
the  conscience,  and  ate  like  a cancer  into  the  sound 
reason  of  our  nation  as  into  its  character  for  straight- 
forwardness ’ (p.  431).  If  conclusions  are  to  be  drawn 
from  the.se  allegations  as  regards  the  tendency  of  the 
religious  teaching  of  either  Kant  or  Hegel,  and  as 
regards  the  nature  of  the  religious  belief  c.specially 
of  the  latter,  great  injustice  wiD  be  done  both.  While 
there  is  nothing  in  the  teaching  of  Kant  that  could 
avail  to  obscure  the  ‘ simple  truth  ’ spoken  of,  that 
‘ simple  truth  ’ is  th«  special  belief  of  Hegel.  Again, 
the  compromise  sought  by  Hegel  between  Religion  and 
Philosophy  is  frank,  open,  unconcealed ; and  it  is  only 
the  jaundiced  or  clouded  eye  of  a Htiym  that,  in  a 
bearing  so  simple,  could  sec  the  base  and  disreputable 
coquetting  which  he  at  least  lays  at  the  door  of  the 
system. 

But,  as  already  hinted,  it  is  Hegel’s  political  teaching 

• JlhapsotJie  is  hero  used  in  tlio  sinn  or  perversion  of  the  original 
Kantian  sense  which  has  reference  Grc'i  k use  of  the  word : scholars 
to  a process  of  contingent  and  dia-  think  that  paKTuv  noifi'/c  refers  to 
connected  match.  Tliis  is  an  inver-  a contuiuous  recitation. 


Digitized  by  Google 


490 


THE  SECRET  OF  HEGEL. 


that  Ha3'm  regards  the  most  obliquely.  lie  attacks, 
for  example,  with  the  greatest  keemiess  the  celebrated 
dictum,  ‘ what  is  rational  that  is  real,  and  w’hat  is  real  that 
is  rational.’  We  are  spared,  however,  the  trouble  of  any 
defence  here ; for  Hegel’s  own,  in  the  beginning  of  the 
Encyclojiaetlia,  is  ample — such,  indeed,  that  it  is  rather 
surprising  to  find  Ilaym  repeating  -what  Hegel  himself 
had  already  met.  In  fact,  he  who  knows  the  Hegelian 
Philosophy  at  all,  knows  that  ‘the  logical  forms  are 
the  living  spirit  of  the  actual,  and  that  only  of  the  actual 
is  true  which,  by  virtue  of  these  forms,  is  through  them 
and  in  them  true.'  • 

As  belonging  to  the  liberalism  of  Germany,  to  know 
the  better  and  to  will  the  better  are  two  of  Haym’s 
presuppositions.  We  may  fimcy  with  what  feelings, 
therefore,  he  watches  the  grim  contempt  with  which 
Hegel  casts  an  utterly  extinguisliing  thunderbolt  or 
two  at  the  shallowly  conceited  Besserwissen  as  at  the 
shallowly  sentimental  Besserwollen  of  the  modern — let 
us  say  revolutionist.  Hayra’s  astonishment  is  inde- 
scribable. So  many  things  are  all  w’rong, — it  seems 
so  natural  to  him  that  it  should  be  thought  right  to 
know  better  and  to  will  better.  Especially  to  will 
better — why  is  not  that  virtue  itself?  It  is  not  won- 
derful, then,  that  Haym  terms  this  portion  of  the 
sj'stem — though,  surely,  it  is  not  difficult  to  see  that 
Hegel  founds  Ids  contempt  on  the  mere  empty  sub- 
jectivity of  the  bulk  of  those  who  raise  the  cries — 
immoral,  sophistical,  and  a tribute  only  to  the  quietism 
of  the  conser\'ative  re-action.  He  accuses  it  of  neglect- 
ing the  concrete  inner  of  man,  of  degrading  willing 
into  knowing,  and  of  ignoring  individual  .subjectivity 
before  a mere  universal.  Hegel’s  political  system 
* Hi-gia’s  Encycloixiedift,  § 102.  The  tronKlatioii  is  exact. 
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coheres  with  his  theory  of  morals ; and,  as  not  blind  to 
this  connexion,  Ilayni  dislikes  the  latter  also,  and  for 
reasons  that  relate  to  this  same  subordination  of  the 
individual  to  the  universal  and  of  will  to  thought. 
Fortlage,  in  a work  already  cited,  speaks  of  Hegel 
having  ‘ rolled  forward  the  foundation-stone  of  a more 
intelligent  conception  of  the  historical  development  of 
States,  of  positive  law  and  political  justice  ; ’ and  this 
is  the  truth.  Hegel  is  nowhere  greater  than  in  the 
Practical  sphere — in  that  sphere,  namely,  which  relates 
to  morality,  politics,  and  what  in  general  concerns 
action.  Whatever  may  be  imperfect  in  Hegel,  not  so 
is  his  theory  of  morals,  which,  as  only  behoved  the  fol- 
lowing out  of  the  Ethical  principles  of  Kant,  has  placed 
the  whole  subject  in  such  solidity,  breadth,  and  con- 
summation of  development  as  will  yet,  if  we  mistake 
not,  lead  to  many  most  important  changes  in  the  social 
arrangements  of  Europe. 

Yes,  it  is  tine  that  subjectivity  qua  subjectivity  is 
not  the  true  practical  principle,  and  that  it  must  give 
Avay  to  a universal.  In  the  practical  field,  subjectivity 
that  would  be  subjectivity  is  simply  Evil,  the  Bad,  and 
all  that  can  be  called  such;  whereas  subjectivity  that 
would  be  the  universal  is  really  all  that  we  possc.ss 
as  die  Good.  In  the  interests  of  the  universal  the  in- 
dividual must  harness  himself.  In  general,  the  pro- 
bability is  that — through  Hegel — we  are  on  the  point 
of  receiving  political  principles  at  last,  and  of  attaining 
to  the  possibility  at  length  of  a nation  governed.  Is 
it,  then,  government — and  this  is  not  only  what  is  prac- 
tically done,  but  with  much  pomp  even  theoretically 
laid  down  nowadays— to  wait  for  the  voices  of  the 
governed,  and  then  to  move  only  with  such  calcu- 
lated slowness  as  shall  just  anticipate  any  outbreak  of 
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impatience’  on  tlie  part  of  tlie  same  governed?  If 
Hegel  is  correct,  tliere  arc  objective  principles  which, 
by  teaching  us  the  right,  render  us  independent  of 
the  shallow  conceit  and  shallow'  sentimentality  of  the 
bidk  of  those  vain  subjectivities  that  so  commonly 
knoic  better  and  would  better  than  their  neighbours. 
But  these  objective  principles  require  quite  another 
knowledtje  and  quite  another  icill  than  these  same  sub- 
jectivities can  extend  to  them.  It  w'cre  easy  to  dilate 
here ; but  enough  has  been  said  to  suggest  probably 
that  the  utterances  of  Ilaym  in  this  reference  have 
l)ecn  singularly  rash  and  inconsiderate,  and  counte- 
nance the  assertion  of  his  erroneous  and  external  po- 
sition to  the  Ilegelian  system  generally. 

It  cannot  be  denied,  nevertheless,  that  Hegel,  in  his 
actual  connexion  with  the  Prussian  State,  seemed  to 
y)lay — at  least  weakly — into  the  liands  of  the  aristo- 
cratic re-action.  This  w'as  a grave  error ; this  was, 
on  the  part  of  Hegel,  to  do  vjist  injustice  to  him- 
self. If  the  place  of  the  Philosopher  w'as  vei-y  cer- 
tainly not  at  the  side  of  insensate  revolution,  neither 
W'as  it — and  quite  as  certainly — at  the  back  of  selfish, 
brutal,  and  merely  aristocratic  obstruction.  Hegel 
the  staunch  bull-dog  of  Prussian  pigheadedness  and 
pride  that  honoured  his  inferior  blood  w'hen  it  em- 
ployal  his  talent — this  is  a position  of  all  possible 
the  most  preposterous  and  pitiable ! It  is  not  im- 
possible, how'ever,  something  to  extenuate  the  blame 
of  Hegel.  Hegel’s  life  had  not  been  one  of  jiro- 
sperit}’,  of  uninterrupted  advance.  For  six  years  an 
humble  house-tutor,  for  an  equal  period  Schelling’s 
unknow'n  second,  and  at  the  same  time  an  unintelligible 
and  almost  unattended  sub-professor  (though  holding 
any  actual  professorship  onlj’  for  a few  months),  for 
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two  years,  being  ‘ in  want  of  all  other  means  of  sub- 
sistence,’ editor  of  an  inconsiderable  journal,  for  eight 
years  a mere  schoolmaster  in  Nurnberg,  and  reaching 
his  true  place  at  length  in  Berlin  only  at  the  ripe  age 
of  48,— pain,  disjii)pointment,  difficulty,  mortification — 
in  a word,  humble-pie  had  been  his  only  nourishment 
from  the  moment  ho  stepped  out  of  sanguine  student- 
life  into  the  chilling  world.  At  Berlin  he  was  at  last 
in  full  .sunshine ; no  wonder  that  he  opened  to  the 
heat,  that  he  chirruped  to  it,  that  in  thought  he 
truckled  to  the  givers  of  it.  In  thought  to  truckle 
to  such  benefactors  is  natural  to  universal  mankind. 
But  how  is  such  truckling  in  thought  to  be  translated 
into  action  by  an  awkward,  ine.xperienced,  unac- 
quainted recluse  of  books  ? It  is  only  the  accomplished 
world-man  who  knows  what  is  his  own,  and,  with  that, 
when  to  speak  and  how  to  speak,  when  to  act  and 
how  to  act,  when  to  take  offence  and  how  to  take 
offence.  Most  book-men  are  in  such  mattei's — babies ; 
apt,  perhaps,  to  fall  into  convulsions  if  obhged  to  ask 
change  for  a shilling ; now  pocketing  with  an  insensate 
smile,  what  men  of  the  world  would  throw  off  with 
a glance  of  the  eyes,  or  receive  on  the  edge  of  a still 
keener  joke ; and  now  with  hj^sterical  eloquence,  or 
maniacal  violence,  furibund  in  demeaning  positions, 
which  these  same  men  of  the  world  never  would,  or 
never  could,  have  entered,  or  which — if  by  some  evil 
star  they  had  been  once  for  all  flung  into  them — they 
Avould  have  been  but  too  happ)^  to  be  allowed  to  quit, 
in  submissive  silence  and  with  their  heads  down.  The 
natural  truckling  in  thought  to  exalted  benefactoi-s  is 
but  too  apt  by  such  bookish  innocents  to  be  translated 
into  a tmckling  in  fact, — and  they  cannot  help  it. 
Hegel  was  a vigorous  piece  of  mother-spun  Suabian 
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manhood  undoubtedly:  but  he  was  a recluse  of  books, 
he  had  tasted  the  bitters  of  adversity,  he  had  had 
to  creep  for  his  bread  : place  him  now  at  once  in  the 
position  and  with  the  associates  tliat,  however  far  off, 
he  had  always  by  presentiment  known  as  his  own  ! 
Would  he  not  be  innocently  pleased  to  find  that  his 
book-theories  were  able  to  lend  an  even  welcome  aid 
to  the  great  state-policies  of  those  high  and  miglity 
names  which  had  been  familiar  to  him  from  the  dis- 
tance, and  whose  bearers  werp  now  in  personal  con- 
tact with  him  ? lie  was  now  one  of  them  himself ! 
He  was  a power  in  the  State  ! 

It  is  in  the  same  way  we  would  reduce  to  ordinary 
human  motives  the  action  of  Hegel  with  reference  to 
Schelhug.  There  was  a certain  cunning,  a cerhiin  axl- 
culation  in  the  approaches  of  Hegel  to  Schelling  at 
Jena,  and  in  the  relative  position  he  assumed  there. 
He'  undoubtedly  st(xxl  as  Schelling’s  adherent,  as  Schel- 
ling’s  second,  and  he  undoubtedly  knew  that  he  had 
voluntarily  given  himself  something  of  this  air  in  order 
to  obtain  the  benefit  of  Schelling’s  introduction  and 
support.  Nevertheless  to  Hegel,  in  the  unclear  con- 
8ciousnc.ss  to  all  such  matters  of  a mere  book-man — 
shall  we  say  of  a mere  pedant  ? — the  whole  tiring  was 
very  difierently  named.  He  longed  keeiilj’'  for  a cer- 
tain advantage,  he  knew  that  he  could  identify  Schcl- 
ling’s  philosophicixl  platform  so  far  with  his  own.  So 
far,  then,  said  innocent  book-cunning  to  him,  propitiate 
Schelhug,  and  obtain  this  thing  you  so  long  for.  This 
cunning,  equally  with  the  Berlin  trm^kling,  we  believe 
to  be  a feature  of  the  innocence  and  babine.ss  incidental 
to  a life  of  mere  Irooks,  and  the  im[>ressible,  egoistic, 
inwardly-living  men  who  usually  adopt  such.  Cunning, 
too,  it  undoubtedly  was,  for,  when  Hegel  appeared  in 
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Jena,  he  had  brought  with  him  the  Frankfort  Sketch 
of  liis  System ; and  that  sketch  proves  him  to  have 
tlien  penetrated  to  the  ultimate  generalisation  of  Kant 
— to  t/id  Begriff.  The  hysterical  vehemence  wdth  which 
he  called  some  one  ‘ in  so  many  words  a liar,’  who 
had  given  his  relation  to  Schelling  its  coarsest  name, 
throws  light  on  Hegel’s  own  feelings  and  on  the  theory 
of  his  general  action  nOw  propounded.  In  the  same 
way,  the  defence  he  sends  up  to  the  Prussian  Govern- 
ment in  reference  to  the  Roman  Catholic  Priest  who 
had  taken  umbrage  at  his  language  as  regards  the 
mouse  that  nibbled  the  /lost,  illustrates  his  frame  of 
mind  as  man  of  books  that  knew  himself  a functionary 
of  the  State  and — on  the  right  side. 

It  is  always  to  be  seen,  however,  that  what  Hegel 
did  say  as  regards  Schelling  at  Jena,  did  not  compro- 
mise him  as  said,  but  as  interpreted, — though,  at  the 
same  time,  it  must  be  confessed  that  the  unnecessary 
and  cruel  bitterness  with  which  he  afterwai'ds  threw 
off  Schelling  contrasts  imfavourably  with  the  calculated 
language  of  suppression  and  accommodation  with 
which  in  the  first  instance  he  had  taken  liim  on. 
Similarly,  the  conservatism  of  his  writings  is  a genuine 
result  of  his  researches  and  convictions ; as  there  it  is 
Avithout  motive  from  considerations  of  the  State  ; and 
he  erred  only  in  the  too  prominent  pleasure  with 
which  he  observed  that  it  was  capable  of  application 
to  the  interests  of  the  day.  Hegel  manifests  the  same 
bookish  simplicity  of  obsequiousness,  together  with  a 
congruously  innocent  irrepressibleness  of  delight,  in 
his  relations  with  Gbthe.  When  Gbthe  quotes  him, 
he  cannot  help  appending  to  the  passage  quoted  a 
notice  of  the  honour  done  it.  In  every  correspond- 
ence that  takes  place  between  them,  too, — seeing  that 
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there  is  on  one  side  a — certainly  not  larger — sort  of 
German  Voltaire,  and  on  the  other  the  deeper  Ari- 
stotle of  a modern  Europe, — the  superiority  of  Gdthe 
both  as  given  and  taken,  is  surely  of  a veritably  bookish 
innocence  on  the  part  of  both.  UsiKje  of  the  world 
seems  requisite  to  make  a book-man  know  where  his 
own  honour  lies ; and  certainly  roughing  of  the  world 
were  not  amiss  where  this  same  Vorld’s  success  may  have 
stiflened  a book-man  into  so  much  ridiculous  starch. 

It  Is  in  this  manner  we  would  attempt  to  scratch 
oil’  some  appearance  of  ambiguity  from  the  action 
of  Hegel ; but,  be  all  this  as  it  ma}’,  we  hold  with 
perfect  conviction,  as  against  Ilajnn,  that  not  only  is 
he  honest  in  his  moral,  pohlical,  and  religious  position, 
but  that  that  position  is  the  ripest  outcome  of  his 
rellexion  and  the  special  sphere  of  promise  to  us. 

In  the  state  of  his  belief,  however,  we  cannot  feel 
surprise  at  the  sentence  which  Ilajmi  in  the  end  luis 
pronoimced  on  Hegel.  A few  extracts  will  explain ; — 

An  intelligent  contemporarj'  of  Hegel,  a man  of  action, 
who,  indeed,  knew  not  how  to  speculate,  but  only  so  much 
the  better  how  to  judge,  has  compared  the  Hegelian  Logic  to 
the  gardens  of  Semiramis;  for  in  it  abstract  notions  are  art- 
fully twiste<l  into  Arabesques : these  notions  are  only,  alas ! 
without  life  and  without  root.  With  the  practical  philosophy 
of  Hegel,  it  is  not  otherwise  than  with  hi.s  metaphysic. 
Wliere  he  per-suades  himself  that  he  is  most  and  deepest  in 
reality,  he  penetrate.s  only  superficially  into  its  outside.  His 
practical  notions  have  also  the  withered  look  of  plants  that 
root  only  in  the  flat  surfiice.  In  the  entire  depth  of  individual 
life,  in  the  concrete  inner,  lies  the  mighty  motive  and  matter 
of  reality.  Into  this  riche.st  mine  of  living  actuality  the 
absolute  idealism  disdains  to  descend.  It  esteems  subjectivity 
only  80  far  as  it  has  cea.sed  to  be  subjectivity  and  clarified 
itself  into  the  universal.  Hence  the  siiperficialising  of  willing 
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into  knowing;  hence,  moreover,  the  disregard  manifested 
for  what  is  subjectively  spiritual  in  genercd,  and  with  it  for 
what  is  individual.  (Pp.  374-5.)  The  Logic,  briefly  to  sum 
it,  is  the  sustained  attempt  to  intensify  and  concrete  abstract 
thouglU  as  such  by  means  of  the  fullness  of  the  totality  of 
the  human  spirit,  and  by  means  of  the  fidlness  of  actuality. 
Contradictory  in  itself  as  is  this  attempt,  it  must  be  desig- 
nated from  the  stand-point  of  living  spirituality,  from  the 
stand-point  of  religious  and  aesthetic  conception,  as  a crude 
and  tasteless  barbarism  ; while  from  the  stand-point  of  pure 
rationality,  it  must  be  designated  as  a confusion  and  corrup- 
tion of  the  understanding,  and  of  its  conscience.  ...  In  a 
dogmatic  and  uncritical,  in  a confused  and  barbarous  form, 
the  Hegelian  Logic  has  been  the  first  fraudulent  attempt  at 
such  a Gnosology  and  Philosophy.  . . . That  was,  I repeat 
it,  a rude  and  coarse  manoeuvre,  resting  on  a palpable  confu- 
sion and  confounding  of  what  is  of  the  understanding,  and  of 
what  is  of  the  concrete  spirit.  (Pp.  324-27.) 

This  is  plain.  Whatever  of  external  fonii  may  have 
been  seen  by  Ilaym,  it  is  evident  that  he  ha.s  missed 
the  origin,  the  and  the  matter.  Of  these  he 

ha.s  even  said  what  must  be  held  to  be  the  e.xact 
reverse  of  the  truth.  It  is  impossible,  indeed,  to 
mistake  the  nature  of  this  conclusion  ; it  is  impossible 
to  fiiil  to  see  that  in  Ilaym’s  opinion  the  Hegelian 
liOgic  is  an  u<|er  and — what  is  worse — a fraudulent 
failure.  Nevertheless,  as  usual,  contradictions  per- 
petually turn  up  in  Haym,  as  regards  both  foilure  and 
fraudulence ; and  perhaps  it  is  not  impossible  to  adduce 
himself  in  confutation  of  himself.  Some  such,  indeed, 
we  have  already  seen ; and,  I dare  say,  the  reader  has 
been  already  puzzled  to  reconcile,  on  the  one  hand, 
that  marvellous  faculty  of  sober  understanding,  of 
which  he  has  heard  so  much,  with  failure,  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  that  marvellous  labour  of  research  (for 
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what,  if  not  to  see  the  thing,  the  truth  ?)  with  fraudu- 
lence.  The  sort  of  double  faculty  into  which  this 
sober  understanding  converted  itself  by  an  alliance 
wdth  a so-called  aesthetic  fiiculty,  was  so  much  of  a 
cxjntradiction,  that  we  could  only  name  it  a hunis 
naturae-,  but  these  contrasts  seem  even  worse — seem 
capable  of  being  considered  only  iiTeconcilable  contra- 
dictories. When  we  hear,  for  example  (p.  328-9), 
that  ‘ the  allniachtige  (almighty)  understanding  which 
Hegel  lets  operate,  saw,  in  most  cases,  into  the  actual 
foundation  and  genuine  sense  of  the  notions,  and  be- 
hind this  understanding  there  stood  a solid  knowledge’, 
pure  feeling  on  the  whole,  a sober  sense,  and  a 
modest  phantasy,’  we  feel  that  we  have  just  received 
an  express  receipt  against  all  possibility  of  failure 
— and  quite  as  much  an  express  receipt  against  all 
possibility  of  fraudulence.  Failure  and  fraudulence,  it 
must  be  said,  are  entirely  unintelligible  side  by  side 
with  such  endo^vment8.  But  Haym  is  consistent  witli 
himself  throughout — consistent,  that  is,  in  his  incon- 
sistency ; he  does  not  content  himself  ■with  this  anti- 
thesis in  general  or  in  reference  to  Logic  only, — he 
carries  it  with  him  throughout  the  wdiole  of  his  Critique. 

We  have  seen,  for  example,  the  unmitigated  repro- 
bation which  he  has  heaped  on  the  ERhtsphilosophie, 
yet  we  hear  presently  that  even  the  Eechtsphilosophie 
‘ posesses  an  imperishable  Keni  (core).’  This  too,  he 
sfiys,  after  ha\dng  spoken  thus  : ‘ Only  one  step,  indeed, 
but  that  a great  one  to  this  self-destruction,  is  the 
Uegelian  Eechtsphilosophie : it  essentially  has  the 
blame  of  the  fate,  that  the  highest  science  has  sunk 
into  contempt,  and  stands  opposite  the  powers  of  the 
actual  almost  impotent ! ’ It  is  in  a similarly  dubious 
mood  that  Haym  finds  himself  in  presence  of  the  Ee- 
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ligionsphilosophie ; but  as  regards  the  Aesthetic  and 
the  Philosophy  of  History  his  satisfaction  seems  simple 
and  unmixed.  ‘ The  German  people,’  he  assures  us, 

‘ possesses  in  the  former  an  aesthetic  such  as  no  other 
nation  possesses  ; ’ and,  as  this  aesthetic  ‘ constitutes  an 
atoning  side-piece  and  a correction  for  the  Eeligions- 
philosophie,  the  Philosophy  of  History  constitutes  a 
no  less  important  complement  to  the  llechtsphiloso- 
phie.’  As  regards  the  Philosophy  of  History,  indeed, 
Haym  expresses  liimself  at  great  length,  and  always 
almost  rapturously : — 

An  energy  of  concrete  vision  (he  says)  accompanied  here 
the  energy  of  abstraction,  which  must  have  surprised  him  to 
whom  it  was  unknown  that  even  the  Logic  and  Metaphysic 
liad  sprung  from  the  same  combination  of  faculties.  The 
capacity  of  thinking  himself  into  a peculiar  spiritual  life,  and 
of  bringing  it,  out  from  the  firmly-seized  centre,  into  an 
e.xpanded  panorama,  was  in  youth  scarcely  so  special  to  him 
ns  now  when  in  age  he  made  a second  voyage  of  discovery 
into  the  wide  realm  of  the  life  of  peoples.  With  this  talent 
for  generalisation  stood  that  of  contraction  into  a single 
significant  word,  the  talent  of  categorising  and  of  bringing  to 
a point,  in  the  most  admirable  eciuipoise.  Not  but  even  the 
philosophy  of  history  has  a logical  impress — [but] — these  are 
thoughts  of  a metalline  clang  which  cause  us  to  forget  the 
thin  and  soundless  thoughts  of  inetaphysic.  (P.  451.) 

It  is  impossible,  we  say,  to  believe  in  such  a mangled 
operation  of  so  supreme  a faculty  : it  is  difficult  to 
believe  in  failure  ; it  is  impossible  to  believe  in  fraudu- 
lence.  Compare  thoughts  of  failure  and  fraudulence 
with  the  following : 

After  tolk  of  ‘ the  bitter  and  unsparing  thoroughness 
of  Hegel’s  criticism,’  his  ‘ hard  and  stinging  words,  &c.,’ 
Haym  goes  on  : — 

Here  again  comes  to  the  surface  that  power  of  an  all-gene- 
K c 2 


Digitized  by  Google 


500 


THE  SECRET  OF  IIEOEL. 


rolislng  cbaracterisation  which  had  contracted  the  entire 
compass  of  German  thought  into  a system  of  sharply-limited, 
surely-signalised  categories ; here  again  is  manifest  that  talent 
of  incisive  critiiiuc — incisive  into  the  flesh  and  life  of  the 
opponent — that  skill  to  operate  with  knife  and  club  at  once. 
(P.  350.)  Here,  before  all,  Hegel  appeiirs  in  the  entire 
mastery  of  his  insight.  Just  as  experienced  age  discourses  of 
the  worth  of  life,  so  discourses  the  philosopher  of  the  worth 
of  the  intellectual  and  imaginative  forms  of  his  time.  Com- 
pletely in  it,  he  stands  at  the  same  time  triumphant  over  it ; 
with  every  turn  of  opinion  he  is  familiar ; he  sees  through 
every  stand-point,  and  against  all  of  them  he  makes  good, 
with  a superior  air  of  quietude  and  urbanity,  a definitive 
conclusion  of  the  deepest  and  most  matured  conviction. 
(P.  393.)  And,  what  is  peculiiir,  the  Hegelian  delivery  was 
most  helpless  there  where  the  ordinary  talent  of  declamation 
is  just  most  iit  home.  In  narrative  he  foundered  in  an  almost 
comical  fashion.  Just  in  w'hat  was  easiest  he  became  dull 
and  tire.some.  Just  in  what  was  deepest,  on  the  contrarj’, 
did  he  move  with  a grandly  self-assured  complacency  and 
ease.  Then,  at  last,  ‘ the  voice  rose,  the  eye  glanced  sharp 
over  the  auditory,  and  the  tide  of  speech  forced  its  way  with 
never-failing  words  to  every  height  and  depth  of  the  soul.’ 
And  that,  too,  not  merely  when  the  question  was  of  fleshless 
abstractions,  but  no  less  when  he  descended  into  the  deeps  of 
the  material  outwariL  Even  to  paint  epochs,  nations,  events, 
individuals,  succeeded  with  him  perfectly.  Even  the  most 
special  singularities  and  depths  of  the  character  withdrew 
themselves  not  from  this  gift  of  statement.  (P.  396.) 

In  quotation  from  Haym  we  are  certainly  peculiarly 
diftuse,  but  there  is  an  irresistible  pleasure  in  (hvelling 
on  his  vivid  and  perfectly  successful  words  at  all  times 
that  he  praises.  Of  this  the  reader  may  rest  assured  : 
however  wide  he  may  be  when  he  censures,  Ilaym 
is  always  absolutely  home  when  he  aiiplauds.  We 
may  seem  here  to  perpetrate  the  very  contradiction  on 
which  it  is  our  present  business  to  animadvert ; we 
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may  seem  here  to  expose  ourselves  to  the  retort : Are 
not  the  cases  parallel? — if  Haym  is  so  very  right 
when  he  commends,  is  it  not  a contradiction  that  he 
should  be  so  very  wrong  when  he  blames  ? — in  what 
respect  is  the  contradiction  greater  to  speak  well  of 
Hegel  here,  but  to  denounce  him  as  a fraud  and  a 
failure  there  ? To  this  it  is  easy  to  answer  : It  is  no 
contradiction  to  say,  that  though  Haym  has  hit  the  form, 
he  has  misstnl  the  matter  ; though  he  sees,  that  is,  the 
subjective  power,  he  is  blind  to  the  objective  product,  of 
Hegel.  But  it  is  a veiy  great  contradiction  to  allow 
a man  all  the  attributes  of  success,  and  yet  predicate 
failure  of  the  very  work  special  to  these  attributes  ; 
and  it  is  a vastly  greater  contradiction  to  portray 
a man,  as  in  the  last  extract,  who  shall  display  every 
sign  and  token  by  wliich  the  true,  by  which  the 
geyiuine  shall  be  known  and  discriminated,  and  yet  this 
man  shall  produce,  nevertheless,  only  what  is  artificial, 
only  what  is  fraudulent.  Here  in  a final  extract  surely 
this  contradiction,  as  a general  attribute  of  Haym,  is 
palpable ; — 

Quite  undeniably,  Hegel  is  excelled  in  purity  and  acribic 
of  thought  by  one  of  bis  fellow-labourers  for  the  philosophic 
palm — Herbart.  That  the  understanding  and  the  actual, 
that  pure  thought  and  the  other  faculties  cannot  be  alter- 
nately set  equal  in  the  manner  of  a Quiproquo,  that  between 
this  setting  equal  the  want  of  a transcendental  critique  of 
the  livintj  spirit  of  man  remains  to  be  filled  up — this  hint 
the  disciples  of  Hegel  may  borrow  from  the  doctrine  of  Her- 
bart. Hegel,  compared  with  Herbart,  is  an  inexcusable 
confusionary.  To  the  position  of  the  former,  that  contradic- 
tion is  the  soul  of  things,  Herbart — with  his  philosophy  that 
is  wholly  of  the  understanding — opposes  the  principle,  that 
only  the  method  of  the  elimination  of  the  contradiction  learls 
to  truth  and  the  inner  soul.  But  not  only  that  in  power  of 
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abstraction,  in  penetration  and  tenacity  of  thought,  Hegel 
may  very  well  measure  himself  with  his  rival — his  greatness 
just  lies  in  his  courage  to  bend  and  to  break  the  law  of  the 
understanding.  That  means:  he  alone  has  had  the  great 
instinct  to  bring  to  a halt  the  spiritual  powers  which  awoke 
in  our  nation  through  our  classical  poetry,  to  train  them  into 
the  service  of  philosophy,  and  in  this  manner  to  let  them 
sink  into  the  scientific  mind  of  the  age  for  further  purifica- 
tion. He  was,  perhaps,  not  altogether  the  greater  thinker : 
he  was  certainly  the  greater  philosopher.  ‘ Give  up  all  hope,’ 
one  must  call  to  those  who  even  yet  endeavour  to  avenge  the 
fate  of  the  neglected  Herbart : the  Hegelian  Logic  is  a living 
term  in  the  history  of  the  development  of  the  German  Spirit, 
and  will  continue  to  exercise  its  powerful  influence  even  then 
when  the  name  of  a Hegelian  shall  have  as  completely 
ceased  to  be  heard  of  as  those  of  a Cartesian  or  a Wolffian. 
(Pp.  330  31.) 

Here  is  what  Hegel  would  name,  after  Kant,  a com- 
])lete  nest  of  contradictions.  Herbart  undeniably  ex- 
cels Hegel  ‘ in  purity  and  acribie  of  tliouglit ; ’ yet,  ‘ as 
regards  power  of  abstraction,  as  well  as  penetration 
and  tenacity  of  thought,’  Hegel  may  ‘ very  well  measure 
himself  with  Herbart : ’ Hegel  of  the  two  is  ‘ the 
greater  philosopher,’  if  not  quite  ‘ the  greater  tliinker.’ 
Of  any  difference  that  may  exist  between  a thinker  and 
a philosopher,  as  in  reference  to  two  such  men  and 
so  placed  as  Herbart  and  Hegel,  we  may  give  Haym 
the  benefit ; but  what  is  ‘ power  of  abstraction,’  if  not 
‘ purity  of  thought  ^ ’ — and  what  is  ‘ acribie,’  if  not 
‘ penetration  and  tenacity  of  thought  ? ’ That  is  to 
say,  in  the  same  purity  and  acribie  of  thought  in 
which  Herbart  ‘ quite  undeniably’  excels  Hegel,  Hegel, 
nevertheless,  may  very  well  measure  himself  with  Her- 
bart ! It  may  be  pleasant  to  ring  changes  on  literary 
phrases,  and  no  doubt  it  is  agreeable  to  have  the  credit 
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of  incisive  antithesis ; but  really  some  consistency  of 
thought  were,  with  all  that,  much  to  be  wished.  We 
are  given  to  understand  that  Ilaym’s  preference  of 
Ilerbart  to  Hegel  turns  on  this — that  while,  on  one  side, 
the  work  of  the  latter,  his  Quiproquo  of  faculties,  is  an 
untenable  contradiction,  the  want  so  indicated  has,  on 
the  other  side,  been  filled  up  by  the  work  of  the 
former.  Herbart  shall  be  the  express  antidote,  the 
exact  counter-poison  to  Hegel.  Or,  the  principle  of 
Herbart  shall  be  the  honourable  and  true  one  of  the 
elimination  of  contradiction,  while  that  of  Hegel  shall 
be  the  sophistical  and  confusionary  one  of  Contra- 
diction itself.  Yet— despite  this,  and  despite  all  that 
superior  purity  and  acribie  of  thought — it  is  the  true 
and  genuine  Herbart  that  is  to  succumb,  that  is,  like 
the  damned  of  Dante’s  hell,  to  abandon  all  hope  ; and 
it  is  the  sophistical  and  confusionary  Hegel  that  shall 
be  held  the  greater  philosopher — it  is  tliis  false  man’s 
influence  that  shall  endure  when,  &c.  &c.  &c. ! In 
presence  of  such  things,  one  recurs  involuntarily  to  the 
problem  of  a Providence.  But,  while  we  are  lost  in 
wonder  at  this  extraordinary  reversal  of  what  is  just 
and  right — while  we  are  engaged  speculating  on  the 
possible  secret  reason  of  it, — we  are  suddenly  quite 
dumbfounded  to  find  that  the  precise  source  of  the 
inferior  virtue  of  Hegel  is  the  precise  source  as  well  of 
his  supei'ior  success,  or  that  just  for  his  righteousness’ 
sake  is  it  that  Herbart  has  been  condemned  |^d  con- 
signed to  the  place  without  hope  ! The  confounding 
of  the  understanding  and  the  other  faculties — the  Qui- 
pro(iuo, — this  it  was  that  seemed  to  found  the  inferiority 
of  Hegel  to  Herbart : but,  if  this  were  so,  we  find  now 
that  Hegel’s  greatness — his  ‘ grandeur  ’ — justs  rests  on 
tlie  very  ‘ courage  with  which  he  bent  and  broke  the 
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law  of  the  understanding ! ’ To  bend  and  to  brciik 
the  law  of  the  understanding,  it  appears,  is  synonymous 
with  bringing  ‘ into  harness  to  philosophy  the  spiritual 
powers  which  German  classical  poetry  awoke,  and  so 
sinking  these  powers  into  the  mind  of  the  century  for 
further  purification ! ’ Why,  then,  because  of  this 
bending  and  breaking,  because  of  this  Quiproquo,  was 
Hegel  denounced  as  a fraud  and  a failure ; and  why  is 
a fraud  and  a failure  to  continue,  all  the  same,  to  exer- 
cise on  the  German  Spirit  such  a wonderful  influence, 
when  Cartesians,  and  Wolffians,  and  even  Hegelians 
themselves,  have  so  completely  gone  to  the  dogs,  that 
their  very  names  are  lost  ? 

It  is  quite  possible — it  is  pretty  certain,  that  Ilajmi 
has  here  an  idea  in  his  head — an  idea  which  we  have 
already  attempted  to  reduce  to  its  true  specification  ; 
this,  namely- — that  we  liave  to  look  for  wisdom  in  tlie 
concrete,  and  not  in  abstractions.  But  surely  the  real- 
isation of  this  idea  does  not  necessitate  a bending  and 
breaking  of  the  law  of  the  understanding!  Surely 
Haym — to  whom,  we  have  been  led  to  suppose,  under- 
standing is  the  highest  faculty — bj"  whom,  just  because 
of  his  supreme  understanding,  now  Herbart  and  now 
Hegel  (did  this  latter  bend  and  break,  then,  just  what 
he  was  best  in  ? or  is  it  possible  to  exhaust  the  con- 
tratlictions  here.^)  was  praised — must  stand  appalled 
before  a bending  and  breaking  of  the  law  of  the  under- 
standinjiJ  Surely  he  does  not  mean  to  sjiy  now  that 
the  Hegelian  Quiproquo  is  the  means  of  the  realisation 
of  his  idea  I Have  we  not  been  just  given  to  under- 
stand that  ‘ a transcendentfil  critique  of  the  living  sj)irit 
of  man  ’ is  what  is  wanted  for  this  realisation  ; and  has 
not  this  critique,  as  the  work  of  Herbart,  been  opposed 
to  the  denoimced  antagonistic  work  of  Hegel  ? How, 
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tlien,  after  all,  is  it  Hegel’s  work  that  gets  the  credit 
of  the  realisation  which  Haym  specially  desires,  and 
which,  we  were  led  to  believe,  he  had  actually  found 
accomjdished  in  Herbart — and  in  Herbart  as  exultingly 
opposed  to  Hegel  ? But,  after  all,  did  the  German 
Poets  do  what  Haym  says  here  they  did  do  ? Has  he 
not  told  us  himself,  that  it  was  to  shut  out  German 
Beals,  that  they  brought  Greek  Ideals,  and  that  so, 
consequently,  their  poetry  was  an  ‘ artificial  Idealistic 
and  Tjqiic  ? ’ Has  he  not  told  us  also,  that  j ust  such 
was  the  industry  of  Hegel ; that  he,  too,  with  similar 
objects,  and  for  similar  purposes,  addressed  himself  to 
Greece  ? What,  then,  are  these  specially  German 
Powers  that  are,  nevertheless,  awakened,  and  that  are  to 
do  so  much  ? Here  tndy  we  have  but  confusion  worse 
confounded  ! Here  we  have  but  a rankness  of  hterary 
phrase  that  usurps  the  appearance  of  philosophical 
thought ! That  is  it ! Haym  demonstrates  to  the  quick 
what  difference  there  is  between  the  careless  abund- 
ance of  the  Litterateur,  and  the  anxious  parsimony  of 
the  Philosopher.  Had  Ilajnn  been  but  as  familiar 
with  philosophical  distinctions  as  he  is  with  literary 
images  ! Images  and  again  inihgos,  let  them  be  bril- 
liant— let  them  but  dazzle,  let  them  but  interest,  and  be 
it  as  it  may  with  the  unity  of  thought!  ‘This,’  says 
Isjrd  Macaulay,  ‘ may  serve  to  show  in  how  slovenly  a 
way  most  people  are  content  to  think  ; ’ and  it  is  cer- 
tainly strange,  ‘ the  slovenly  way  ’ in  which  so  brilliant 
a writer  as  Haym  ‘ is  content  to  think  I ’ 

Hellenic  Cosmos,  this  is  tlie  conclusion  to  which  we 
have  been  brought  on  Hegel;  a Cosmos,  of  which  we  do 
■not  very  well  know  what  to  think, — a Cosmos,  of  which 
we  do  not  very  well  know  what  to  think  Haym  himself 
thinks.  To  this  conclusion  we  have  been  borne  along  on 
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an  abounding  and  triumphant  stream  of  the  most  bril- 
liant  and  vivid  rhetoric.  Not  but  that  we  have  become 
awai-e,  from  time  to  time,  of  how  this  stream  has  been 
indebted  for  its  volume  to  contributions  from  without; 
for  we  have  seen  gliding  into  it  the  spirit  of  the  Pro- 
testant present,  facts  of  aesthetic  perception,  experiences 
of  Hegel’s  owm  Ufe,  as  Niirnberg  and  his  vocation  of 
teacher,  influences  of  Fichte,  of  Schelling,  critici.sms  of 
Kant,  and  just,  iu  general,  as  Haym  says  himself,  ‘ the 
])lunder  of  historical  and  natural  actuahty.’  So  it  is 
that  we  have  been  borne  in  triumph  to  this  conclusion 
of  a Hellenic  Cosmos  wdiich  has  been — artificially  manu- 
factured and  put  together,  wolcntly,  coarsely,  crudely, 
barbarously,  sophistically,  fraudulently,  by  aid  of  an 
unheard-of  confusion  and  contradiction  of  facts  or 
faculties,  or  both ! , . . . But  in  what  condition  are 
we  when  we  arrive  ? With  much  complacency  we  had 
remarketl  in  the  preface  the  singularly  satisfactory  pre- 
vious advantages  and  preliminary  preparations  pos- 
sessed and  made  by  Haym  for  tiie  important  task  he 
undertook.  We  heard,  well  pleased,  that  ‘ he  had 
repeatedly  lectured  at  the  University  on  the  life, 
writings,  and  tenets  of  Hegel that' ‘ he  had  attained 
to  the  possession  of  a material  that  compelled  him  to 
enter  into  the  details  of  the  tenets  and  individual  de- 
velopment of  Hegel ; ’ that  lie  had  procured  for  study 
‘ the  whole  abundant  treasure  of  the  manuscrijits  left 
by  Hegel,’  as  well  as  other  ‘ most  desirable  communi- 
cations.’ All  this  we  heard  with  delight ; and  it  was 
even  with  the  intenscst  interest  that  we  listened  to  the 
magnificent  scheme  he  propounded — a scheme  by  which 
very  jilainly  the  Hegelian  secret  would  be  at  length 
secured.  How  otherwise  were  it  iiossible  to  feel  when 
experiencing  the  promise  of  such  words  as  these  ? — 
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I shall  not  supplant  and  subdue  metaphysic  by  metaphysic, 
dialectic  by  dialectic — not  system  by  .system.  Not  this ; but 
I shall  give,  at  first  at  least  and  before  all,  an  objective  hi^- 
to)-y  of  this  jjhilosophy.  Very  certainly  I propose  to  expound 
it,  very  certainly  to  criticise  it:— but  the  ground  to  both, 
I shall  win  in  the  method  of  history  by  an  analysis  of  its 
origin  and  development.  . . . Our  purpose  is  to  conduct  the 
current  of  history  into  a well-enclosed  and  fast-.shut  edifice 
of  thought.  ...  In  the  place  of ’reason  there  steps  up  the 
entire  man,  in  the  place  of  the  universal  the  historically 
determined  human  being.  It  was  by  an  abstract  critique 
that  Kant,  it  is  by  a concrete  historical  critique  that  we,  with 
the  resolution  of  a mctaphysic  abandoned  by  the  belief  of 
the  world,  seek  to  furnish  a contribution  to  the  purification 
of  the  science  of  philosophy.  . . . Our  business  is  the  his- 
torical cognition  of  this  8}’stem.  Our  business  is  to  resolve 
it  into  its  special  gene.sis  and  into  its  historical  value,  to 
follow  into  its  very  structure  the  power  which  history  has 
exercised  over  it,  and  to  discover  the  threads  to  which  the 
progreasing  time  could  attach  itself,  through  which  this  time 
could  get  power  over  it.  Our  endeavour  shall  it  be  to  restore 
it  to  the  departed  or  half-departed  life  in  which  it  had  its 
foundation.  Something  analogous  it  shall  be  ours  to  effect 
in  its  regard  to  what  for  his  part  Hegel  effected  as  regards 
the  systems  of  his  predecessors.  He  set  them  altogether  in 
his  own  system.  He  threw  over  their  dead  bodies  the  mighty 
pyramid  of  his  absolute  idealism.  It  is  fit  that  to  this  ideal- 
ism no  less  an  honour  fall.  In  a wider,  more  imperi-shable 
tomb  we  shall  set  it — in  the  huge  structure  of  eternal  history 
we  shall  preserve  it;  a place  and  veritably  a place  of  honour 
we  shall  a.ssign  it  in  the  history  of  the  development  of  the 
German  Spirit.  Unfiguratively  to  speak:  we  shall  sec  this 
philosophy  take  birth  and  develope  itself,  we  shall  coopemte 
in  its  production.  Step  by  step  we  shall  follow  the  growth 
of  its  originator — shall  bodily  transport  ourselves  into  the 
spiritual  environment,  into  the  historical  relations  out  of 
which  his  mode  of  thought  and  his  entire  intellectual  fabric 
rose — shall  conceive  to  ourselves  that  the  influences  of  deve- 
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lopment,  the  intellectual  and  the  moral  instigations  which 
worked  on  Hegel,  work  also  upon  us,  and  shall  then  inquire 
w'hether  we  should  have  allowed  ourselves  to  be  determined 
by  them,  should  have  employed  and  formalised  them,  should 
have  decided  in  their  regard  in  the  same  manner  as  he. 
(Pp.  2,  11,  14,  8.) 

Penetrated  by  the  wonderful  promise  of  tliese  and 
other  such  words,  we  had  listened  breathlessly  from 
the  first,  and  never  for  a moment  flagged.  As  for 
that,  indeed,  we  were  never  allowed  to  flag : perj^ietual 
incitement,  rather,  even  goaded  us  into  a preternatural 
intensity  of  attention.  ‘ Hold  we  a moment  in  ! ’ ‘ Let 
us  take  it  more  objectively ! ’ ‘ Turn  we  now  the  leaf, 

sharpen  we  our  memory,  strengthen  we  our  attention ! ’ 
‘ We  have  reached  the  point  to  undci-stand  the  univer- 
sal articulation  of  the  Hegelian  system  ! ’ ‘ Learn  we 

it  at  last  in  its  entire  peculiarity  ! ’ Goaded  by  such 
prickles,  how  otherwise  can  we  arrive  than  breathless, 
haggard,  worn,  and — at  such  a finale — after  such  pro- 
mise.s,  through  such  torments  of  disappointment  and 
contradiction,  with  the  echoes  of  such  cries  of  excitation 
still  in  our  cal's — at  such  a finale — Hellenic  Cosmos, 
still  Hellenic  Cosmos,  nothing  but  Hellenic  Cosmos ; how 
can  we  but  stare  and  stagger,  how  can  we  but  wanl)", 
wiklly  smile  and  ask,  as  we  choke.  Hah  ! is  that  it  ? 

Ah!  we  remember  the  pride  with  which  we  Joined 
in  the  exclamation  of  Haym  : ‘ Xo  longer  .shall  either 
the  logical  abstractne.ss  or  the  linguistic  barbarism 
prove  a hindrance  bi  our  intelligence ! ’ Rut  we  are 
ashamed  now.  We  heard,  with  a .smile,  Haym  declare 
of  Hegelian  formulm : ‘No  doubt  that  he  who  were  so 
instructed,  would  find  himself  quite  in  the  po.sition 
of  the  student  to  whom  Mephistopheles,  disguised  as 
Paust,  holds  the  first  prelection  on  the  method  of 
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academic  study;  no  doubt  that  he  would  understand 
nothing  of  the  whole  of  it,  that  these  formulte  would 
appear  to  him  very  strange,  and  their  identification 
very  confused.’  With  a smile  of  superiority  and  pity 
we  heard  this,  for  we  believed  what  Haym  assured  us 
in  regard  to  our  own  knowledge — we  beheved  him 
when  he  said  : ‘ They  (these  formulas)  can  no  longer 
appear  to  us  as  a witch’s  rhyme  ; they  will  appear  to 
us  only  as  an  abbreviation  for  a view  of  things  which 
is  now  perfectly  intelligible  to  us,  not  only  in  its  mean- 
ing, but  in  its  historical  genesis  and  real  value.’  We 
smiled  with  pride,  pity,  and  superiority  then ; but  Avheu 
we  look  back  to  the  very  occasion  on  which  Ilaym 
made  these  declarations  (p.  220),  we  find  that,  de.spite 
his  protestations,  he  had  given  us  no  keys  whatever, 
unless  those  very  formula;  at  which  he  pretended  to 
smile — Substance  is  Subject,  the  Absolute  is  Spirit, 
the  True  is  System ; — we  find  this,  and  by  as  much  as 
we  were  proud  then,  by  so  much  are  we  dejected  now. 
It  can  seem,  indeed,  as  if  Haym  had  been  but  chaffing 
us.  Where  is  the  ‘ view  of  things  ’ which  is  to  be 
‘ perfectly  intelligible  to  us  ? ’ Where  is  the  Hegelian 
‘ genesis’  which  we  are  supposed  to  be  so  much  at 
home  in  ? What  is,  then,  that  ‘ real  value,’  of  which 
the  knowledge  is  so  coolly  attributed  to  us?  We 
know  nothing  of  these  things — with  all  the  phrases  we 
have  learned. 

The  article  on  Hegel  in  the  ninth  edition  (1844)  of 
the  Convei'sations-Lexicon  contains  the  following  : — 

The  Hegelian  System — through  its  connexion  with  the 
Identitiitsphilosophie,  through  the  original  and  (at  cost  of 
those  logical  laws  on  which  all  the  sciences  directly  repose) 
dearly-bought  novelty  and  seeming  depth  of  its  method, 
through  the  semblance  of  a universal  knowledge  that 


Digitized  by  Google 


510 


THE  SFX'RET  OF  HEGEL. 


equally  embraced  God  and  the  World,  through  the  imposing 
confidence  with  which  it  presented  itself  :us  the  sole  possessor 
of  ‘ rational  ’ thought,  through  the  captivating  symmetry  of  its 
arrangement,  through  the  unremitting  labour  with  which  its 
originator,  supportwl  on  a wealth  of  knowledge,  continually 
apidied  hims<;lf  to  the  following  out  of  the  fundamental 
thought  of  his  system  even  into  the  most  concrete  phenomena, 
— finally,  through  the  favour  of  external  influence.s,  which  is 
not  by  any  means  to  be  considered  of  small  account — luul 
acquired  a great  and  extensive  influence.  . . . He  saw  the 
necessity  of  a thinking  development  of  what  ‘ the  intellectual 
intuition  ’ meant.  This  necessity,  taken  together  with — what 
is  common  to  every  Identitats.system  — the  proposition  of 
Spinoza,  that  the  order  and  connexion  of  our  thoughts  is  the 
s;ime  as  the  order  and  connexion  of  things, — may  be  regarded 
ns  the  natural  germ  of  the  peculiar  method  which  gives  to 
the  Hegelian  system  its  specific  character. 

There  is  iiotliiiig  here  tliat  can  be  considered  widely 
diflerent  from  tlie  external  view  of  Hegel,  which  i.s 
common  and  current  everjnvhere.  Now,  while  it  is 
quite  certain  that  Hajmi  adds  nothing  to  this,  it  is  not 
quite  certain  that  he  either  stiys  all  this,  or  says  as  well 
this.  In  particular,  we  may  instance  the  proposition 
attributed  to  Spinoza,  Avhich  is  the  same  thing  but  in 
an  infinitely  more  penetrating  form  than  the  ‘ Spirit  ’ 
of  Haym. 

To  what  end,  then,  has  Haym  written  ? — to  what 
end  are  his  whole  five  hundred  brilliant  pages  ? Are 
these  aught  else  than  the  glittering  bubbles  of  mere 
literature,  that,  after  the  manner  of  bubbles,  presently 
die  out,  iis  with  a munnur  at  their  owm  inanity  ? Is  it 
that  Haym,  known  to  have  been  engaged  on  Hegel, 
felt  himself  obliged,  for  his  own  credit,  to  say  some- 
thing of  Hegel  ? Is  it  that  all  this — all  this  brilliant 
rhetoric  and  all  this  perfect  literature,  all  these  adroit 
turns  and  all  these  expert  antitheses,  all  that  is  unhe.si- 
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tatingly  arrogated,  and  all  that  is  unhesitatingly  denied, 
— is  it  that  all  this — and  we  have  taken  every  care,  at 
least,  to  examine  and  inquire, — is  it  that  all  this  is  but 
Ilaym’s  way  of  saying,  the  grapes  are  sour? 


Of  the  three  writei's  we  have  pas.sed  under  review, 
Eosenkranz  is  the  most  at  home  with  Hegel.  He  has 
evidently  read  him  faithfully — most  fiiithfully.  Nor  could 
he  so  read  without  attaining  to  a very  satisfactory  insight 
into  the  general  spirit  of  his  author.  We  have  con- 
vinced ourselves,  however,  that  he  has  remained  out- 
side— that  he  has  missed  the  focus  and  centre  of  the 
.single  secret.  Indeed,  the  failure  of  a spirit  so  vivid 
iis  Haym — coming  after  Eosenkranz — testifies  to  the 
failure  of  the  latter  as  Avell.  If  these  three  have 
failed,  then,  we  may  rest  assured  that  no  other  has 
succeeded ; for — so  far  as  genend  evidence  of  books 
can  be  depended  on — these  three,  of  all  who  have 
approached  the  subject,  are  the  latest  and  the  best,  and 
ought  to  be  amply  representative  of  whatever  has  pre- 
ceded them.  The  general  failure  of  Germany  and  of 
Europe  in  this  matter  must  seem  extraordinaiy ; but 
when  we  think  of  the  failure  of  a man  so  peculiarly 
endowed  and  so  pecidiarly  placed  as  Schelling,  we  are 
left  but  small  room  for  wonder  at  the  failure  of  the  rest. 
Schelling  opined  that  the  system  was  but  ‘WolflTianism,’ 
and  that  Hegel  himself  Wiis  but  the  ‘ purest  exemplar 
of  inner  and  outer  Prosa.’  We  take  leave  to  think 
diflerently.  Only  a maker,  only  a faculty  of  the 
intensest  poesy  could  move  as  Hegel  moved.  It  is 
possible  that  what  the  imagination  of  a Homer  or  of 
a Shakspeare  saw — compared  with  what  the  imagi- 
nation of  Hegel  saw — will  yet  show  but  as  a school- 
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boy’s  pictures  on  a schoolboy’s  books.  Everything  in 
existence — were  it  but  a dry  wall  or  a morsel  of  soap, 
a grain  of  sand,  a drop  of  water,  or  the  twig  of  a 
plant — is  valid  and  valuable  only  by  the  amount  of 
thought  it  contains  ; and  the  imagination  of  Hegel 
holds  in  solution  the  deepest,  the  purest,  the  heavie.st 
thought  of  any  imagination  that  ever  lived. 

Yet  to  Hayin  this  very  thought  has  been  ‘ more  than 
refuted:  it  lias  been  judged  !’  At  the  same  time,  it  is  de-  - 
dared — not  quite  Avithout  the  usual  contradiction — that 
‘ this  one  great  house  has  only  failed  because  this  Avhole 
branch  of  business  lies  on  the  ground ; ’ ‘ we  lind  our- 
selves at  this  moment  in  a great  and  almost  universal  * 
shipwreck  of  the  spirit,  and  of  faith  in  spirit  at  all.’ 

‘ Of  jiretenders  to  the  empty  throne,  it  is  true,  there  is 
no  want ; we  hear  now  this  one  and  now  that  one 
wagered  on  as  the  philosopher  of  the  future  : noAv  at 
last,  timidly  hope  the  disciples  of  llerbart,  is  the  time 
come  Avhen  posterity  will  do  their  master  a tardy 
justice ; now  many  for  the  fiisit  time  hear  of  the 
Schopenhauerian  philosophy,  &c.  &c.  The  truth  is — 
just  this  crowding  up,  this  obtruding  and  intruding  of 
the  Dii  minorum  yentium  is  the  proof  of  what  we  say — 
the  truth  is,  that  the  realm  of  philosophy  is  in  a state 
of  complete  masterlessness,  in  a state  of  break-up  and 
demise.’  Ilaym  then  tells  us  that  the  most  rigid 
Hegelians  themselves  admit  this  ; that,  Avith  a timidity 
unlike  their  ancient  assurance,  they  only  plead  noAv, 

‘ Hegel  Avas  “ still  not  unfruitful  ” for  the  development  of 
philosophy and  that  they  do  ‘ not  trust  themselves  to 
decide  whetlicr  the  Hegelian  system  has  yet  found  “ its 
lieinhold  and  Beck  ” or  not.’  Ilaym  also  asks,  as  if 
Avith  the  hope  of  cure  for  these  things,  ' what  if  science 
noAV  should  have  only  to  seek  a broader  and  surer 
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basis — for  what  Kant  did  ? ’ * Now,  we  do  not  dis- 
pute Avhat  is  so  vividly  described  here— only  we  should 
prefer  to  say  that,  instead  of  Hegel  having  failed  because 
philosophy  is  in  ruins,  it  is  philosophy  that  is  in  ruins 
because  Hegel  (icAo  just  sought  said  hasvi)  has  failed 
— to  be  imderstoodl  Hence  the  want  of  successors — 
hence  the  shipwreck  of  philosophj^ — hence  the  judg- 
ment on  Hegel  himself — hence  the  necessity  of  a 
retuni  to  Kant — hence  the  inquiry  after  a Beck  and  a 
Eeinhold,  who  were  still  to  seek,  perhaps,  not  only  for 
Hegel,  but  even  for  Kant ! f 

* Ilajm,  pp.  6,  5,  3,  4,  6,  13.  Reinliold,  only  with  indirect  and 

t This  is  said,  however,  if  with  insufficient  knowledge  of  Beck, 
direct  and  sufficient  knowledge  of 
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CONCLUSION : LAST  WOED  ON  “ THE  SECEET,"  ETC. 

In  tlie  course  of  his  inquest,  it  probably  occurred 
(‘a  light  went  up’)  to  Hegel,  that  the  one  common 
oVjject  of  the  search  of  all  of  them — Kant,  Fichte, 
Schelling,  Hegel — was  the  concrete  notion.  Kant  named 
what  he  wanted,  an  a priori  synthetic  judgment,  which 
amounts  to  a principle  the  sameness  of  which  was 
already  multiple,  and  this  as  determined  independently 
of  all  experience  by  pure  reason,  or,  what  is  the  same 
thing,  as  self-detennined.  Fichte  aimed  at  precisely 
the  same  thing  in  his  synthesis,  which  was  to  be  the 
one  of  thesis  and  antithesis,  the  last,  too,  being  a 
process  as  spontaneous,  a priori,  and  necessary,  as  the 
second.  Schelling,  again,  gave  direct  name  to  the 
operations  of  both  Kant  and  Fichte,  when  he  spoke 
of  the  identity  of  identity  and  non-identity.  Lastlj', 
Hegel,  while  he  felt  that  what  he  himself  had  been 
striving  after  was  no  less  and  no  other,  perceived  that 
this  very  principle  was  the  principle  as  well  of  the 
concrete  and  the  actual.  There  icas  this  actual  world  ; 
consequently,  the  First  had  been  no  bare  identity,  no 
abstract  identity  : it  must  have  at  once  and  from  the 
beginning  contained  difference, — it  must  have  been 
from  the  very  outset  a concrete,  i.  e.  a one  at  once 
of  identity  and  difference.  Nay,  such  was  the  actual 
constitution  and  natm-e  of  every  single  entity  in  this 
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universe.  Hoav  did  I know  tliat  door,  this  window,  or 
tliat  shutter  ? Tlie  difference  of  each  was  simply  the 
identity  of  each  : what  eacli  was  for-othcr,  that  it  was 
as  reiiected  into  self,  or  each  was  only  and  nothing 
but  its  for-other  reflected  into  its  in-itself,  its  difference 
reflected  into  its  identity,  or  (as  even  ancient  logic 
holds,  in  its  way,  of  dejinitidn — Bestimmung)  its  JJi[fe- 
rentia  reflected  into  its  Genus.  This  was  the  common 
character  of  the  whole  world,  and  of  every  denizen 
in  the  world.  Again,  and,  as  it  were,  on  another  side, 
to  perceive  was  to  think,  and  to  think  was  to  identify 
difference. 

There  is  a vast  amoimt  of  material  which  can  "be  all 
brought  under  this  one  point  of  view.  A sumniuin 
yenm,  for  example,  is  a necessity  of  thought ; but  the 
true  name  and  nature  of  a summuin  genus  were  only 
identity.  That  sum  m um  genus,  too,  if  it  were  the 
sumrnum  genus  of  this  actually  varied  universe,  must 
have  been  not  more  the  primitive  and  original  identity 
than  the  primitive  and  original  difference : in  other 
words,  that  sumrnum  genus  must  have  already  held 
within  it  also  the  sumrna  differentia.  A union  of  op- 
posites, then,  was  thus  the  one  concrete  fact ; and  it 
was  no  wonder  that — as  principle  of  explanation — it 
had  been  the  one  abstract  quest  of  Kant  and  the  rest. 
It  was  thus  seen  that  what  we  ought  to  look  for  was 
not,  as  in  common  thought,  abstract  identity,  but  j)ure 
negativity  ; for  a one  that  is  through  opposites,  or  an 
identity  that  is  supported  on  different^,  that  lives,  that 
is  through  these,  can  be  named  no  otherwise.  What 
is  pointed  at,  in  fact,  is  but  the  concrete  reciprocity  of 
a disjunctive  sphere,  where  each  is  no  less  itself  than  it 
is  the  other.  Nay,  the  reciprocity  is  such,  that  you 
cannot  signalise  the  one  without  implicating  the  other: 
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the  current  forw’ard  is  equally  the  current  backward. 
You  look  before  to  attraction ; but  could  you  look 
behind,  you  would  equally  see  repulsion  : if  the  one 
moment  of  the  antithesis  is  explicit,  the  other  of  the  two 
is  always  al.so  at  the  same  time  correspondingly  im- 
plicit.  Eeciprocity  has  been  the  bottom  consideration 
of  all  modern  philosoplij%  and  it  is  remarkable  that  in 
just  such  reciprocity  it  began.  Hume  closed  his  in- 
quiiy  by  concluding  Causahty  not  to  be  ncccssaiy 
because  it  was  matter  of  fact ; and  Kant,  with  a sort 
of  reciprocating  reversal,  opened  his  by  inferring  Caus- 
ality not  to  be  matter  of  fact  because  it  wtxs  necessary. 

TliiS  perception  on  the  part  of  Kant  led  to  the  im- 
]iortant  conclusion,  that  there  must  be  inferences  in  us 
quite  a priori  and  independent  of  any  reference  what- 
ever to  sensible  facts.  This  single  thought  of  Kant  it 
Avas  that  Hegel  gazed  into  its  ultimate  abstraction,  or 
into  its  ultimate  life, — the  concrete  notion,  the  primitive 
and  original  radical,  the  Eoc’s  egg  of  the  Avhole  huge 
rmiverse.  Stud)'  of  Kant,  too,  enabled  Hegel  to  see 
that  the  intent  or  ingest  of  this  notion  Avas  not  confined 
to  the  intellect  proper,  but  repeated  itself  in  perception 
as  Avell  ; for  an  act  of  perception  was  to  Kant  this, 
that  only  by  the  universal  is  the  particular  conA'crted 
into  the  singular.  This  singular,  further,  a phenomenon 
to  Kant  as  <ruvoXov  of  variety  of  unknoAvn  thing  from 
Avithout  and  of  unity  of  knoAvn  categorical  universal 
fi’om  Avithin  {affection  brought  by  function  into  focus), 
became  a uoumenon  to  Hegel,  the  actually  existent 
concrete,  the  only  reality  and  truth — this,  by  abstract- 
ing from  any  and  every  subject,  as  Avell  as  by  regard- 
ing the  universal  and  particular  as  only  the  abstract 
moments  of  the  single  singular.  To  find  the  primordial 
form  of  this  singular,  then,  and  let  it  by  means  of  the 
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nisus  of  its  own  life  clevelope,  tlirough  the  fullness  of 
all  and  every,  into  the  one  spirit  that  alone  is — this 
was  to  find  also  the  system  of  Hegel. 

The  ultimate  of  Hegel,  then,  is  the  notion  as  no- 
tion. Let  us  suppose  a spore,  a germ,  and  call  it  the 
notion.  Now,  this  spore  has  its  own  life ; there  are 
three  glances  in  it,  each  of  which  is  the  spore  itself 
and  the  whole  spore.  Such  is  the  nature  of  notional 
universahty,  particularity,  and  singularity.  They  are 
necessary  mutual  complements,  and  cannot  be  disunited 
— unless  by  the  fiction  of  abstraction.  They  are  the 
constituent  reciprocals  of  a disjunctive  sphere : they 
are  the  constituent  reciprocals  of  the  disjunctive  Sphere; 
it  is  the  unit}%  the  all,  the  absolute ; they  are  fte — (its 
own  proper  inalienable,  inherent) — manifold,  plurality, 
variety,  or  phenomenal  show  of  attributes.  It  is  the 
one  Identity  ; they  are  the  one  Diflerence  : and  identity 
and  difference  are  the  moments  of  the  single  concrete, 
or  they  are  universality  and  particularity  in  the  single 
singular.  The  secret  of  the  universe  is  thought,  the 
spirit  of  thought,  whose  own  fife  is  the  play  of  what 
is,  and  that  which  is,  is  thought  in  its  own  freedom, 
which  at  the  same  time  also  is  its  own  necessity.  The 
absolute  is  the  vibration  of  a mathematical  point,  the 
tinted  tremble  of  a single  eye,  infinitesimally  infinite, 
punctually  one,  whose  own  tremble  is  its  own  object, 
and  its  own  life,  and  its  own  self. 

This  is  what  it  is  to  be  serious  with  idealism.  If 
God  is  a Spirit  and  thinks,  if  God  created  the  universe 
on  thought — : in  other  words,  if  thought  is  what  i.s, 
then  all  is  reducible  to  thought,  and  logic  is  the  n.ame 
of  the  whole.  If  the  Avord  ‘ logic  ’ offend,  let  us  say 
Xoyoj ; but  let  us  admire  then  our  own  resultant  satis- 
faction ! The  three — absolute  reciproads,  that  is, — 
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may  be  named  Simple  Apprehension,  Judgment,  and 
Eeason : witli  these  we  am  shadow  out  the  whole 
history  of  man,  and  the  whole  life  of  the  individual. — 
Idealism  is  this:  the  Inhalt  of  Simple  Apprehension, 
Judgment,  and  Eeason  is  iden tied  with  these  its  Forms; 
Perception  is  identical  with  Intellect ; Affection  is 
identical  w’ith  Function  ; Object  with  Subject.  What 
is,  is  the  ‘ intuitiis  originarius,'  the  auschaueuder  Ver- 
stand,  the  one  absolute  Spirit — God. 

How  ver)'  little  is  required  to  convert  the  Vorstel- 
lung  of  Kant  into  the  Yorstellung  of  Hegel,  we  may 
see  from  these  words  of  the  former  : — 

Tlie  transcendental  hypothesis,  that  all  life  is  properly  only 
intellifjihle,  nowise  subject  to  the  vicissitudes  of  time,  and 
that  neither  is  there  a beginning  through  birth  nor  an  end 
through  de.ath  : that  this  life  is  nothing  but  a mere  phoeno- 
menal  show,  i.e.,  a sensuous  Vorstellung  of  the  pure  spiritual 
life,  and  the  entire  world  of  sense  a mere  picture  which  hangs 
before  our  present  mode  of  cognition,  and,  like  a dream,  has 
no  objective  reality  in  itself : that,  did  we  see  things  and  our- 
selves as  they  are,  we  should  find  ourselves  in  a world  of 
spiritual  natures,  with  which  world  our  only  true  union  had 
begun  neither  through  birth  nor  would  cea.se  with  the  death 
of  the  body  (as  mere  phtenomenal  appearances),  &c.  (Krit. 
of  P.  R.,  Discipline  of  P.  R.,  third  section,  last  paragraph  but 
two.) 

That  we  should  be  able  to  say  the  same  thing  in 
such  a variety  of  ways,  is  itself  a proof  of  the  truth  of 
the  principle.  The  reflexion  of  difference  into  iden- 
tity it  was,  however,  that  Hegel  probably  kept  in  his 
eye  when  he  described  his  dialectic  in  those  words 
about  each  whole  passing  into  its  own  opposite,  which 
have  been  so  often  repeated  without  intelhgence,  and 
with  the  conviction  at  bottom  that  they  concerned 
only  an  idle  recei])t,  a something  factitious  that  merely 
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icould  be.  Collation  with  the  various  other  points  of  view 
which  have  been  just  indicated  will  supply  a correction 
to  this  conviction,  however.  Hegel,  in  short,  perceiving 
that  the  reflexion  of  difference  into  identity  was  the 
one  concrete  principle  in  the  world  of  sense  as  in  the 
world  of  thought,  must  have  at  once  seen  that  he  had 
caught  the  principle  of  truth — the  principle  Avhich 
would  be  at  once  beginning,  middle,  and  end.  There 
was  progress  in  the  very  thing  itself : if  difference  could 
be  reflected  into  identity,  difference  might  also  be 
separated  from  identity ; and  was  not  that  the  very 
definition  of  progress  ? The  following  out  of  such 
considerations  could  only  lead  to  the  development  of 
negcl’s  necessary  chain  of  units,  which  were,  at  the 
same  time,  an  all.  A beginning  would  not  be  diflicult 
to  find;  for  a beginning  would  require  simply  to  be  iis 
a beginning  is  in  thought,  thought  being  all.  We  have 
no  admissions  of  Hegel’s  actual  procedure ; we  have 
this  latter  expressed  in  abstract  results  only.  We  have 
seen  for  ourselves,  however,  that  a beginning  is  impos- 
sible to  any  outward  principle.  Any  outward  prin- 
ciple would  at  once  presuppose  and  leave  imexplained 
both  space  and  time.  A single  outward  principle 
changing  itself  into  thought,  changing  itself  into  new 
kinds,  changing  itself  even  into  new  dimensions — 
changing  itself  at  all — is  inconceivable.  A single  out- 
ward unit  that  had  so  changed  itself  into  this  universe, 
would  demonstrate  itself  to  have  held  even  at  the  first 
this  universe  potentially  or  virtually  within  it.  This  is 
idealism,  but  an  imperfect  idealism,  time  and  space 
being  left  on  the  outside,  absolutely  unyielding  to 
every  attempt  to  pack  them  in.  A beginning  externally 
is  absolutely  imjiossible.  The  materiahst,  it  is  true, 
may  admit  this ; but  probably  he  will  admit  that 
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a beginning  must  be  thought.  If  he  admit  this,  he 
will  now  admit  also,  that  that  beginning  must  be 
thought  m an  internal  principle.  Should  he  deny, 
however,  that  a beginning  must  be  thought,  he  will 
admit  that  it  certainly  very  often  is  thought,  and 
always,  at  all  events,  that  it  may  be  thought  But  if  a 
beginning  may  be  thought,  it  must  be  thought  only  so 
and  so.  That  is,  as  Hegel  shows,  the  beginning  must 
be  both  absolutely  First  and  absolutely  Incomjmmd. 
Now,  only  pure  Being  corresponds  to  that  description, 
and  this  is  all  that  Hegel  requires:  from  this,  by 
process  of  simple  watching,  the  whole  vmiverse  ascends ; 
into  this,  too,  it  rounds,  taking  up  into  itself  the  incon- 
ceivable Firstness  and  Incompoundness  ; for  if  a Begin- 
ning must  he  absolutely  First  and  absolutely  Incompomid, 
just  as  much  it  can  be  neither.  That  what  is,  is  tlie 
concrete  notion,  explains  this.  We  have  seen,  also, 
many  other  considerations,  as  Identity,  the  Genus  Sum- 
mum,  the  Universal,  &c.  &c.,  which  could  only  lead  to 
the  same  result. 

Being  passes  into  its  opposite.  Non-being  ; and  Non- 
being  returning  to  Being  passes  into  its  higher  opposite. 
Becoming.  We  have  already  seen  this  process  at  some 
length.  By  external  reflexion  of  the  moments  into 
each  other  (as  of  Nichts  into  Seyn  to  the  development 
of  Warden),  it  has  already  appeared  to  us  so  easy  to 
bring  about  the  whole  Hegelian  series,  that  a danger 
manifested  itself,  on  the  one  hand,  of  the  whole  business 
being  considered  phantasy  and  delusion,  and,  on  the 
other,  of  our  being  exposed  to  an  inundation  of  similar 
attempts,  with  endless  modifications  on  the  part  of 
others.  It  must  be  said,  however,  that  Hegel,  for  his 
part,  has  done  his  best  to  obtain  only  solid  results.  To 
this  end,  he  has  carried  into  each  element  tlie  move- 
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mcnt  of  the  notion  internally,  and  has  not  contented 
himself  with  the  merc^external  reflexion  of  Nichts  into 
Seyn,  or  of  Seyn  into  Nichts,  &c.  (for  the  process  h:us 
always  evidently  the  two  directions  to  the  evolution  of 
the  two  new  moments), — but  has  endeavoured,  on  this 
principle,  to  develope  and  demonstrate  the  whole  con- 
crete matter  of  logic,  metaphj^sic,  &c.  Nor  is  this 
a light  labom'.  There  is  probably  nothing  in  this 
world  more  oppressively  difficult  than  to  attempt  to 
follow  Hegel  into  the  inner  of  his  transitions ; as,  for 
example,  in  Measure,  or  SubstantiaUty,  Causality,  Eeci- 
procity,  &c.  In  these  Ilegel  shows  to  us,  like  a man 
with  an  enormous  load  on  his  head,  who  endeavours 
laboriously,  with  many  an  ineffectual  effort,  many  a 
sway,  now  to,  now  from,  to  turn  into  such  a direction 
(that  of  the  notion)  as  would  immediately  Ughten  his 
burthen  into  a new  form.  Nor  can  we  enter  with  him 
into  the  same  element  without  feeling  the  same  weight 
imposed  on  us — to  the  utter  crushing  generally  of  our 
weaker  powers.  Hegel  has  not  been  crushed,  however, 
but  has  veritably  demonstrated  the  matter  of  meta- 
physic, logic,  &c.,  in  such  perfection  as  far  surpasses 
the  very  happiest  attempts  of  all  his  predecessors.  Nor 
is  this  a weak  tribute  to  the  notion : for  to  the  notion 
Hegel  seeks  ever  to  be  true. 

Another  aspect  besides  those  of  transition  into  oppo- 
sites, reflexion  of  moments  mutually,  successive  func- 
tions of  Simple  Apprehension,  Judgment,  and  Reason, 
&c.,  on  which  the  principle  of  the  method  may  be 
regarded,  is  this : Whenever  there  has  been  coalescence 
to  a new  clement,  the  last  moments  may  be  re-extri- 
cated from  this  element,  but  in  the  form  of  this  element, 
that  is,  as  the  new  moments  to  a new  and  further 
walescencc.  The  moments,  in  short,  always  proceed  in 
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pairs,  and  in  pairs  that  gradually  ascend.  Consider 
such  sequences  as  these : Being,  Nothing ; Eeality, 
Negation ; Something,  Other  ; One,  Many  ; Attraction, 
EepiJsion ; Continuity,  Discretion  ; Extension,  Inten- 
sion ; Identity,  Difference  ; Positive,  Negative  ; Matter, 
Form;  Whole,  Parts;  Force,  Manifestation  ;•  Inner, 
Outer ; SubsUincc,  Accident ; Cause,  Effect ; Action, 
Eeaction,  Ac.  Does  not  one  see  an  extraordinary 
tautology  here  ? To  limit  ourselves  to  the  three  last 
pairs,  does  it  not  give  to  think  that  Substance  and 
Accident  are  the  same  matter  as  Cause  and  Effect,  and 
that,  in  Eeciprocity,  what  was  previously  Cause  and 
Effect  is  now  alternately  both  Cause  and  Effect?  Are 
we  not  made  to  see  an  ascending  tautology  here  ? Nor 
is  it  veiy  different  in  other  spheres.  These  pairs  will 
be  readily  seen  also  alwaj’s  to  constitute  what  Hegel 
calls  the  Antithesis  : the  successive  ones  of  their  union 
also  will  be  as  readily  seen  to  prove  a gradually  ascend- 
ing series  till  final  eclipse  in  the  Absolute  Spirit 

It  is  not  to  be  pretended  that  Hegel  has  , always  been 
successful,  or  that  what  he  has  done,  like  everything 
else  that  holds  of  time,  is  not  to  be — partly  by  rejec- 
tion, partly  by  absorption — eventually  superseded.  The 
work  was  too  prodigious  for  that,  the  fever  of  the 
zymosis  of  the  day  much  too  ardent.  Indeed,  the 
instrument  he  has  in  hand  brings  with  it  its  own 
temptations  to  merely  arbitrary  products,  and  the  bare 
show  of  a consistent  and  continuous  rationale:  that  is 
to  say,  there  is  a duplicity  in  the  notion  itself  which 
steads  you  easily  whether  you  would  distinguish  into 
antithesis  or  imite  to  harmony.  This  is  a dangerous 
power  for  the  architect  of  a system  to  possc'ss:  whether 
an  impassable  chasm  yawn  in  the  Object,  or  an  exhausted 
faculty  fi'ustrate  the  Subject,  the  fascination  of  the 
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ready  expedient  is  equally  irresistible.  We  must  lay 
our  account,  tlien,  with  fmtliug  inequalities  in  Ilegel — 
even  crudities,  it  may  be,  and  things  that  revolt. 
Where  such  side  of  Hegel  comes  most  prominently  to 
the  surface  is,  as  the  nature  of  the  element  would  alone 
lead  us  to  expect,  in  the  Philosophy  of  Nature.  Here 
the  object  of  Hegel  is  to  lead  the  notion  into  the 
reports  of  nature  which  the  concrete  sciences  extend ; 
and  the  inner  principle  finds,  as  Hegel  takes  care  to 
make  us  see,  the  outer  element  only  naturally  stiff  and 
refractory.  Nevertheless,  we  have  in  appearance  one 
unbroken  chain  from  the  abstractest  natural  object — 
space,  through  time,  motion,  matter,  tlie  laws  of  matter, 
liglit,  heat,  electricity,  chemistiy,  geology,  &c.,  up  to  the 
concretest  natiu-al  object,  the  animal,  and  the  last  mani- 
festation of  the  animal,  death ; and,  no  doubt,  glances  of 
the  most  penetrating  character  have  been  here  thrown 
by  Hegel  on  many  of  the  hardest  and  most  important 
matters.  Still  at  times  the  notion  shows  through  these 
matters ; it  is  as  a frame,  a lay-figure,  externally  in 
their  midst ; they  fiill  off  from  it  like  clothes  that  are 
not  its  own  and  will  not  fit.  It  is  dangerous  to  read 
here,  if  one  would  preserve  one’s  respect  for  Hegel. 
Eejection  is  at  times  so  unexceptive,  and  in  an  element 
of  such  feeling,  that  all  the  essential  greatness  of  the 
man  has  disappeared  for  the  time,  as  it  were,  behind  a 
dwarf.  It  is  to  be  said,  however,  that  the  newer  and 
lighter  the  look  at  these  points,  the  more  instantaneous 
and  unhesitating  is  our  sentence.  Consideration  duUs 
our  disapproval,  and  we  retire  at  last,  perhaps,  all  but 
won  over  to  that  in  regard  to  which  we  had  laughed 
our  sconifullest.  At  all  events,  one  glance  to  the 
‘ Science  of  Logic  ’ or  the  ‘ Philosophy  of  Spirit,’  and 
our  balance  is  restored; — one  glance  to  these — one 


Digitized  by  Google 


524 


THE  SECRET  OF  HEGEL. 


glance  (say)  to  that  discussion  of  what  are  called  the 
fundamental  laws  of  thought  under  Identity,  Difference, 
Ground,  &c.,  for  Avhich  Ilegel  has  in  this  country  been 
so  ignorantly  decried,  and  this  same  Ilegel  is  once 
again  to  us  the  absolute  master  of  thought.  It  is  but 
fair,  however,  that  the  reader  should  have  a sample  of 
Ilegel  on  this  side  also,  and  bo  able  here  as  well  to 
judge  for  himself.  In  § 369  of  the  Encyclopaedia, 
Ilegel  thus  delivers  liimself  in  regard  to  the  relation  of 
sex  : — 

The  first  sundering  of  the  Genus  into  Species,  and  the  furtlier 
determination  of  these  into  the  immediate  exclusive  Being- 
fi)r-self  of  the  Singular,  is  only  a negative  and  hostile  relation 
as  regards  others.  But  the  Genus  is  just  as  essentially  affirm- 
ative reference  of  the  Singular  to  itself  in  it ; so  that  it  (the 
Singular),  in  that  it  is  exclusive,  an  Individual  as  again.st 
other  such,  continues  itself  into  this  other,  and  has  the 
sentiment  of  itself  in  this  other.  This  relation  is  process 
— a proce.ss  which  begins  with  a want,  inasmuch  as  the 
Individual  is  as  Singular  not  adequate  to  the  immanent 
Genius,  and  is  at  the  same  time  in  one  unity  the  identical 
reference  of  the  Genus  to  itself : the  individual  has  thus  the 
the  co-sentiment  oi  this  want.  The  Genus  is  in  it,  therefore, 
as  hostility  to  the  inadequacy  of  its  actuality  in  the  Singular, 
the  impulse  to  obtain  in  the  other  of  its  Genus  its  feeling  of 
self,  to  integrate  itself  through  this  union  (one-ing)  with  it, 
and  through  this  interposition  of  means  to  shut  together  the 
Genus  with  itself  and  bring  it  into  Existence — Generation. 

There  are  those  wlio  will  burst  into  a horse-laugh 
here,  and  the  jeering  exclamation,  ‘ And  so  Hegel  has 
made  the  woman ! ’ and  the  whole  thing  will  probably 
appear,  indeed,  to  most  readers  arbitrary  and  a fancy 
merely.  Remarking  only  on  a word  or  two,  tve  shall 
just  leave  it,  however,  as  it  is,  for  consideration.  Genus 
and  Generation  convey,  perhaps,  tolerably  the  assonance 
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of  Gattuug  and  Begattung,  which  the  reader  is  not  to 
neglect.  Similarly,  the  inner  connexions  of  etymo- 
logical meaning  in  the  words  Process,  Bediirfniss, 
Einzelnes,  are  to  be  obseiwed  : the  singular  is  but  one, 
a want,  and  so  process  follows.  Gefiihl,  co-sentiment 
or  consent  (or  say,  on  the  model  of  conscience,  con- 
sentience),  deserves  particular  remark,  too.  Hegel  con- 
siders the  Ge,  which  has  the  force  of  together.  There 
is  a communion,  a together  of  two,  and  so  the  possi- 
bility of  Spannung,  divarication,  resistance,  here  trans- 
lated hostility.  This  di.sunion  in  the  communion  is  the 
Trieb,  the  spring,  the  motive,  the  dtive  to  regain  self- 
consent, self-communion  ; and  so  on, — Hegel’s  special 
imier  thoughts  being  gue.ssed  from  the  very  particles 
he  uses. 

The*  sentences  in  Hegel  immediately  preceding  the 
above  will,  perhaps,  bring  us  a satisfaction  just  in  pro- 
portion to  our  dissatisfaction  with  this  latter.  Some- 
what ehminating  the  technicaUty  of  tlie  notion,  they 
run  thus  : — 

Life  is  subjected  to  the  complicated  conditions  and  circum- 
stances of  external  nature,  and  may  exhibit  itself  in  the 
poorest  forms.  The  fruitfulness  of  the  earth  lets  life  for 
every  sake  and  in  all  ways  strike  out  everywhere.  The  ani- 
mat world  can,  almost  even  less  than  the  other  spheres  of 
nature,  exhibit  a rational  system  of  organisation  independent 
within  itself,  hold  fast  ideal  foi-ms,  and  preserve  these  from 
the  imperfection  and  intermixture  of  conditions,  in  con.se- 
quence  of  transitions,  interferences,  and  confusion.s.  Tims 
not  only  is  the  development  of  individuals  subjected  to  ex- 
ternal contingencies,  not  only  is  the  perfected  animal  (and 
man  the  most)  exposed  to  monstrosities,  but  even  the  genera 
are  wholly  a prize  to  the  changes  of  the  external  universal 
life  of  nature,  the  vicissitude  of  which  the  life  of  the  animal 
undergoes  also,  and  is  consequently  only  an  alternation  of 
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health  and  disease.  The  entourage  of  external  contingency 
contains  almost  only  what  is  alien ; it  exercises  a perpetual 
violence  and  threat  of  dangers  on  the  animal’s  feeling,  which 
is  an  insecure,  anxious,  and  unhappy  one. 

This  seems  much  more  in  the  way  of  tlic  materialist 
tlian  of  the  idealist.  Allenthalhen  has  been  translated 
for  every  sake,  as  the  itahes  seemed  to  demand,  but 
everywhere  has  been  added.  Of  disease  Hegel  speaks 
thus  : — 

The  organism  finds  itself  in  a state  of  disease,  so  far  as  one 
of  its  83'steras  or  organs  in  conflict  with  an  inorganic  potence 
becomes  excited  (irritated),  sets  itself  apart  by  itself,  and  per- 
sists in  its  special  action  against  the  action  of  the  whole, 
whose  fluencj'  and  all-pervading  process  is  thus  obstructed. 
The  peculiar  phoenomenon  of  disease  therefore  is,  that  the 
identity  of  the  entire  organic  process  presents  itaelf  as 
successive  pa.ssage  of  the  vital  movement  through  its  several 
moments,  Sensibility,  Irritability,  and  Reproduction — i.e.,  as 
fever,  which,  however,  as  process  of  the  ivhole  against  the 
individualised  action  is  just  os  much  the  effort  and  the 
commencement  of  ewe.  The  curative  agent  rouses  the 
organism  to  eliminate  the  special  irritation,  in  which  the  for- 
mal activity  of  the  whole  is  fixed,  and  replace  in,  the  whole 
the  fluency  of  the  particular  organ  or  system.  The  curative 
agent  produces  this  effect  by  being  itself  an  irritative,  but 
one  difficult  to  assimilate  and  overcome,  so  that  an  external 
somewhat  is  offered  to  the  organism  against  which  it  is  neces- 
sitated to  exert  its  force.  Directing  itself  against  what  is 
external,  it  steps  out  of  the  limitation  in  which  it  was 
imprisoned,  and  with  which  it  had  become  identical,  but 
again.st  which  it  could  not  retict  so  far  as  it  was  not  as  object 
to  it.  (Encj’c.  §§  371-3.) 

Now,  such  speculation  as  this,  in  connexion  with  tlie 
pretensions  of  the  Notion,  gives  pause.  We  feel  dis- 
posed to  ask,  what  is  meant  by  ‘ conflict,’  ‘ potence,’ 
‘ external  irritative,’  &c.,  and,  in  fine,  has  not  Hegel 
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here  just  committed  liimsclf  to  tlic  carriage  of  that 
very  VorstcUung  which  he  would  not  hesitate  sarcasti- 
cally to  blow  to  pieces  from  beneath  the  sitting  of 
everybody  else  ? The  organism  is  a transparent  breadth 
composed  of  myriads  of  ants  in  regular  connexion  and 
in  regularly  consecutive  movement.  An  individual 
ant  is  suddenly  thrown  across  to  the  production  of  an 
opatpie  spot,  the  opacity  of  which  rapidly  spreads  and 
thickens  under  the  misfortunes  of  the  succeeding  ants 
who  stumble  over  the  begun  obstniction.  The  whole 
power  of  the  general  organism  is  now  centred  in  that 
one  spot.  Present  now  a Spanish  fly,  or  other  hostile 
insect,  at  the  periphery;  instantly  the  ants  flee  asunder 
from  the  opaque  spot,  each  to  its  post,  to  defend  the 
common  whole, — with  restoration  of  transparency  as 
the  result ! We  have  thus  a picture ; but  have  wo 
more  than  that  ? Hegel,  however,  might  conceivably 
say  here,  it  is  just  the  Vorstellung  that  is  in  place  in 
Nature,  the  extemalisation  of  the  Betjrijf  in  the  ex- 
tenmlisation  of  the  Idee.  And  it  is  to  be  admitted 
that  the  greatest  philosophers,  as  Plato  and  Leibnitz, 
have  made  advances  by  just  such  expedients.  Nay, 
the  progress  of  those  who  are  named  scientific  men 
par  excellence.  Bacon,  Newton,  Berzelius,  &c.  &c.,  is 
not  differently  conditioned.  The  most  respected  theories 
in  all  branches  of  science  are  at  this  very  moment 
only  such  Vorstellungen  : irritatives,  conflicts,  potences, 
are  by  no  means  confined  to  Hegel.  It  will  reward 
the  student’s  trouble,  if  he  but  consider  the  most 
current  speculations  in  the  most  cun-ent  text-books  of 
the  day.  Should  he  regard  them  as  pictures  and 
question  them  as  such,  he  will  astonish  himself  with 
his  own  results.  On  the  whole,  then,  perhaps  we  may 
conclude  with  Hegel  himself  here  : — 
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However  general,  and  therefore  in  comparison  with  the  so 
multifarious  phaenomena  of  disease  insuflficient,  the  above 
determinations  may  be,  nevertheless  it  is  only  the  firm  fiin- 
damen  of  the  Notion  which  is  capable  as  well  of  penetrating 
and  pervading  the  particular  details  as  of  rendering  perfectly 
intelligible  that  which,  whether  as  regards  the  phasnomena 
of  disease  or  the  principle  of  cure,  appears  to  Custom  sunk  in 
the  externalities  of  the  Specific,  as  extravagant  and  bizarre. 

It  is  but  fair  on  our  part  to  add  also,  that  in  Hegel 
himself  there  is  neither  the  ant  nor  the  Jiy. 

Hegel,  then,  on  the  whole,  must  be  considered  quite 
as  eligible  for  dispensation  with  respect  to  errors  of 
detail  as  anybody  else  ; and  it  is  on  his  great  principles 
that,  in  the  end,  his  merits  or  demerits  must  rest. 
Now,  for  these  surely  much  can  be  said.  At  the  one 
great  principle  itself,  the  Notion,  on  the  supposition 
of  its  being  fanciful,  we  may  shake  our  heads ; we 
may  be  allowed  to  express  ourselves  equally  doubt- 
fully as  regards  the  method,  Avhich  may  appear  to  us  a 
mere  mechanical  process  of  the  easiest  and  at  the  same 
time  the  most  fallacious  nature  : for  what  difficulty,  or 
Avhat  likelihood  of  soundness,  can  there  be  in  the 
reflecting  of  Nothing  into  Being  to  the  production  of 
Becoming,  of  Negation  into  lieality  to  the  production 
of  Something,  of  Quantity  into  Quality  to  the  pro- 
duction of  Measure,  &c.  &c.  ? But  hoAV  are  we  to 
account  for  the  results  ? It  may  appear  to  us  that  avc 
but  alternately  intricate  and  extricate  Affirmation  and 
Negation  from  the  vciy  Alpha  to  the  very  Omega  of 
the  System ; but  how  is  it  that  this  gradual  rise  of 
categories  takes  place — categories*  which  strike  doAvn 

* Hegel  says  (Logic,  vol.  ii.  what  is  said,  maintained,  of  the 
sect.  1,  chap.  ii.  licmark),  ‘ Cote-  Heent'  (or  of  a Heent  — of  that 
ffory,  according  to  its  etymology  which  is,  or  of  anything  that  u). 
and  the  definition  of  Aristotle,  is 


Digitized  by  Google 


CO.VCLUSIOiV. 


529 


into  the  very  heart  of  the  actual  ? Is  not  the  very 
conception  of  tlie  examination  of  tlie  categories  as 
sucli,  apart  and  by  tlremselves,  a master-stroke  ? We 
go  on  arguing  and  reasoning  with  eacli  other,  we  settle 
Politics,  Eeligion,  Philosophy,  Science,  House-affairs, 
and  all  through  use  of  certain  distinctions  which  pass 
current  with  us  like  pounds,  shillings,  pence, — Being, 
Becoming,  Finite,  Lifinite,  Essence,  Appearance,  Iden- 
tity, Difference,  Inner,  Outer,  Positive,  Negative,  Cause, 
Effect,  Substance,  Accident,  &c.  &c., — but  we  have 
never  turned  upon  these  things  themselves  to  ask  the 
warrant  and  nature  of  their  validity.  To  use  them, 
nevertheless,  without  this  inquest  is  not  to  be  free,  but 
bound — is  to  drive  about  an  absolute  log,  and  abso- 
lutely at  their  mercy.  This,  then,  must  be  granted  as 
a great  merit  in  Hegel,  that  he  has  taken  these  things 
up,  and  subjected  them  to  analysis  in  their  abstract 
and  veritable  selves.  But  the  categories  are  not  the 
only  Hegelian  results ; there  are  others,  and  quite  as 
striking.  On  many  concrete  interests  Hegel  is  sup- 
posed to  have  thrown  some  very  extraordinary  and  yet 
very  acceptable  lights.  . His  Philosophy  of  History, 
his  Philosophy  of  Eeligion,  his  Philosophy  of  PoUtics 
(Eecht),  his  Aesthetic,  have  given  to  think  to  the  very 
deepest  and  severest  thinkers.  Take  the  Aesthetic 
alone  (and  Franz  and  Hillert  give  enough  of  it  to 
judge  by),  it  is  a work  ab-solutely  unexampled,  whether 
we  consider  the  exhaustive  completene.ss  and  capti- 
vating felicity  of  the  divisions  and  classifications,  or  the 
unerring  truth  of  the  criticism  in  detail — as  regards 
matter  too, — Art,  Poetry  and  General  Literature — in 
which  we  have  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Hegel  had 
ever  particularly  dwelt,  and  for  which  we  have  no 
reason  to  suppose  that  he  was  ever  particularly  called. 

VOL.  II.  M M 
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Now,  how  is  this  ? — ^whence  is  this  immense,  extra- 
ordinary, and  unexpected  success  ? Tlie  longer  we 
inquire  and  the  deeper  we  look,  the  more  shall  we  be 
inclined  to  answer — the  Notion,  all  comes  from  the 
Notion,  the  Notion  does  all.  Just  in  proportion  to  the 
reality  of  a man’s  piety,  too,  is  his  insight  into  the 
penetrating  truth  of  Ilegel’s  statement  of  the  act  of 
devotion,  of  inward  rehgious  experiences.  Yet  in  the 
very  centre  of  this  statement — the  spirit  that  produced 
the  matter — the  notion  can  with  a scratch  be  demon- 
strated to  lie  at  full  length.  This,  then,  is  veiy  striking, 
that  Hegel  should  have  produced  such  important  re- 
sults and  in  such  peculiar  spheres,  and  all  in  conse- 
quence of  utter  and  unswerving  fidelity  to  his  one 
single  principle — the  Notion.  There  cannot  be  a doubt 
of  it,  the  most  momentous  questions  that  have  inter- 
ested humanity  since  the  first  accents  of  recorded 
time,  all  lie  in  the  pages  of  Hegel  in  ultimate  dis- 
cussion ; and  this  ultimate  discussion  has  been  at- 
tained only  through  the  Notion.  Special  proof  as 
regards  the.se  results  were  out  of  place  here  ; but  the 
reader,  who  is  now  better  prepared,  might  like  to 
see  some  expressions  of  Hegel’s  own  in  regard  to 
the  Notion,  which  shall  extend  evidence  in  favour 
of  what  has  been  said  of  it  in  these  pages.  As  re- 
marked, now  that  the  Notion  has  been  held  up  to  view, 
almost  everj"  page  will  offer  illustrations  in  place  (as 
shown,  indeed,  by  these  very  last  quototions  in  regard 
to  sex,  disease,  &c.),  but  it  may  be  w’orth  while  U> 
adduce  one  or  two  of  a more  striking  character. 

Thought  has  its  Forms  Proper,  the  Universal  of  which 
Forms  is  the  Notion.  . . . From  the  Notion  in  the  specula- 
tive sense,  what  has  been  usually  named  Notion  is  to  be  di.s- 
tinguished.  (Encyc.  § 9.) 

In  this  field  of  Mutation  and  Contingency,  not  the  Notion, 
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but  only  Grounds  (or  Reasons)  can  be  made  available. 
(Encyc.  § 16.) 

The  One  Notion  is  in  all  and  everything  the  Substantial. 
(Encyc.  § 114.) 

The  Forms  of  Ix)gic  are,  as  Forms  of  the  Notion,  the  living 
Spirit  of  the  Actual.  (Encyc.  § 162.) 

As  the  Spirit  is  not  only  infinitely  richer  than  Nature,  but 
as  moreover  the  absolute  unity  of  the  Contrapositive  in  the 
Notion  constitutes  its  essential  being,  it  shows  in  its  Mani- 
festation and  Reference  to  Externality  the  Contradiction  in 
its  ultimate  determinateness.  (Logic,  iii.  p.  264.) 

The  Notion  is  the  Eternal,  the  Beent  in  and  for  itself,  ju.st 
Ijecause  it  is  not  the  abstract  but  the  concrete  Unity — not 
determinedness  abstractly  referent  of  self  to  self,  but  the 
Unity  of  itself  and  of  its  other ; into  which  other,  therefore, 
it  cannot  pass  over  as  if  it  altered  itself  in  it,  just  because  it 
itself  is  the  other,  the  determinedness  (specific  peculiarity 
and  characterisedness);  and  in  this  passing  over,  consequently, 
it  only  conies  to  its  own  self.  (Lc.  iii.  p.  268.) 

Das  Lebendigste,  Beweglichste,  nur  im  Besiehen  Be- 
grijfene — The  Livingest,  Movingest,  what  is  comprehended 
only  in  the  be-O'eferring  or  co-refem'ing.  (Lc.  i.  p.  248.) 

It  is  particularly  the  relation  of  potence  or  povier  which 
has  been  applied  more  recently  to  the  ‘moments  of  the  Notion  : 
the  Notion  in  its  immediacy  was  named  the  First  potence  ; 
in  its  Otherwiseness  or  the  Difference,  the  existential  there- 
neas  (Daseyn)  of  its  moments,  the  Second,  and  in  its  return 
into  self,  or  as  Totality,  the  Third  potence.  (Lc.  i.  p.  393.) 

The  Notion  which  Kant  has  set  up  in  the  a priori  synthetic 
judgments, — the  notion  of  an  Intercerned  (a  Dis-tinguished, 
a Dif-ferenced)  that  even  so  \s  Inseparable  (incapable  of  dis- 
union), an  Identicality  that  is  in  itself  (as  such)  unseparated 
Dif-ference — belongs  to  what  is  great  and  imperLshable  in  hLs 
philosophy.  This  Notion,  as  it  is  the  Notion  itself  and 
Evertthino  IX  ITSELF  IS  THE  Notion,  is  indeed  equally  pre- 
sent in  Peireption.  (Ia;.  i.  p.  241-2.) 

Although  Kant  made  the  deep  observation  that  concerns 
a priori  synthetic  axioms,  and  recognised  the  unity  of  self- 
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consciousness  as  their  root — recognised,  that  is,  the  Identity 
of  the  Notion  with  itself — he  took,  neverthele.ss,  the  particu- 
larised interdependence  (the  matter  of  detail),  the  relational 
notions  and  synthetic  axioms  themselves,  out  of  formuil 
Lofjic  as  ffiven;  the  Deduction  of  these  should  of  neces- 
sity have  been  the  demonstration  of  the  transition  of  said 
simple  unity  of  self-consciousness  into  these  its  characterising 
fonns  and  dif-ferences ; but  the  exposition  of  this  truly  syn- 
thetic Progress,  of  the  Notion  engaged  in  production  of  its 
own  self,  Kant  has  omitted  to  supply.  (Lc.  iii.  p.  282.) 

Science  Proper  can  organise  itself  only  through  the  own 
life  of  the  Notion;  in  such  .science  the  peculiar  principle, 
which  a schema  merely  sticks  on  outwardly,  is  the  sell- 
actuating  soul  of  the  full-filled  Intent.  (Phaenoin.  p.  40.) 

After  that  the  Kantian  TrlpUcity — only  re-di.scovered  by 
instinct,  yet  dead,  yet  uncomprehended — has  been  raised  to  its 
absolute  import,  and  so,  consequently,  the  true  Form  hjis 
been  set  up  in  its  true  Matter  as  well,  and  there  has  arisen  the 
Notion  of  Science,  &c.  (Phaeuom.  p.  37.) 

These  quotations  will  make  tlie  Hegelian  Isotion, 
and  all  that  it  imjiorts,  .so  obvious, — as  it  were,  so  self- 
evident, — tliat  little  merit  will  seem  to  be  left  for  any- 
one who  sliall  liave  signalised  thi-s.  It  is  quite  certain, 
liowcver,  that  it  was  not  from  them  that  tlie  ‘ light  ’ of 
the  Notion  ‘ went  up  ’ to  ourselves  : before  tliat  liglit 
went  up,  tliey  were  all  of  them  read  repeatedly,  but  till 
that  light  went  up  tliey  all  of  them  remained  unyield- 
ingly dark.  If  we  are  right,  too,  though  read  repeatedly 
in  all  probability,  they  yet  remain  dark  to  the  mo.st  com- 
petent Germans  themselves.  Again,  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered that  they  lie  here  in  one  focus ; whereas  in  Hegel 
they  lie  widely  apart  from  each  other,  sarttered  over 
hundreds  of  pages.  Nor  is  it  to  be  less  considered  that, 
while  here  they  are  direct  and  e.rpress,  they  occur  in 
Hegel  only  indirectly,  parenthetically,  accidentally. — We 
add  a few  more  such  passages  which  may  illustrate 
special  points  in  the  one  operation,  nameable  e.ipo- 


Digitized  by  Google 


CONCLUSION. 


53.3 


■sition  of  the  Notion-,  and  we  feci  assured  that  a perusal 
(to  which  the  reader  who  lias  followed  us  with  a know- 
ledge of  German  will  now  find  himself — much  to  his  • 
delight,  probably — perfectly  competent)  of  ‘ Vom  Be- 
griff  im  Allgemeinen’  at  the  beginning,  and  of  ‘ Die 
absolute  Idee’  at  the  end  of  the  third  volume  of  tlie 
Logic,  will  complete  conviction,  and  definitively  clinch 
all  that  we  have  in  this  respect  anywhere  said. 

To  be  held  fast  in  finite  categories,  i.  e.,  in  the  yet  unre- 
solved Antithesis.  (Encyc.  § 27.) 

The  Antithesis  expressed  in  immedmey  as  Being  and 
Nothing.  (Encyc.  § 87.) 

The  second  forms  constitute  a sphere  in  its  Difference. 
(Encyc.  § 85.) 

The  Negative,  the  Peculiarised,  the  Relation,  the  Judg- 
ment, and  all  the  other  determinations  which  fall  under  the 
second  moment.  (Lc.  iii.  p.  342.) 

That  the  Totality  he  set,  to  this  there  belongs  the  double 
tran.sition,  not  only  that  of  the  one  character  into  its  other, 
but  equally  the  transition  of  this  other,  its  return,  into  the 
First  . . . this  Remark  on  the  necessity  of  the  double  trans- 
ition is  of  great  importance  for  the  whole  of  the  scientific 
method.  (Lc.  i.  p.  392.) 

It  is  one  of  the  most  important  facts  to  know  and  hold 
fast,  this  nature  of  the  reflexional  forms  considered,  that  their 
truth  consists  only  in  their  reference  to  one  another,  and  that 
each,  consequently,  contains  the  other  in  its  own  very  notion; 
without  this  knowledge  there  is  properly  possible  no  step  in 
Philosophy.  (Lc.  ii.  p.  66.) 

The  Difference  (Unterschied)  is  the*\Miole  and  its  own 
moment;  as  the  Identity  is  equally  its  Whole  and  its  moment. 
This  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  essential  nature  of  Reflexion, 
and  as  dete'iminate  pnmitive  Ground  of  all  Activity  and 
Self -movement.  Difference,  like  Identity,  [these]  make  them- 
selves Moment  or  Setness  (Gesetztseyn,  ostensive  expre.ssion), 
because  as  Reflexion  they  are  the  negative  reference  to  them- 
selves. (Lc.  ii.  pp.  38-9.) 
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Kant  has  applied  the  infinitely  important  form  of  Tripli- 
city,  however  much  it  has  manifested  itself  with  him  only 
, first  of  all  as  a foiineU  spark  of  light,  not  to  the  Genera  of 
his  Categories  (Quantity,  Qtiality,  as  also  this  name  only 
to  their  Species : he  has,  therefore,  not  been  aide  to  get  at 
the  Third  to  Quality  and  Quantity  [Measure].  (Lc.  i.  p.  396.) 

In  general,  every  Keal  is  in  its  beginning  an  only  imme- 
diate Identity  (and  Identity  = Ansichseyn,  Being-in-self, 
Lc.  ii.  p.  202);  for  in  its  beginning  it  has  not  yet  opposed 
and  developed  the  moments,  on  one  side  not  yet  innered 
itself  (remembered  itself)  out  of  externality,  on  the  other 
side  through  its  activity  not  yet  uttered  (outered,  ft/i’enated) 
and  produced  itself  out  of  internality ; it  is  therefore  only 
the  Inner  as  Detenninatenesa  counter  the  Outer,  and  only 
the  Outer  as  Determinateness  counter  the  Inner.  It  is  thus 
partly  only  an  immediate  Being ; partly,  so  far  as  it  is  equally 
the  Negativity  which  is  to  become  the  activity  of  the  develop- 
ment, it  is  as  much  essentially  only  an  Inner.  In  every 
natural,  scientific,  and  spiritual  development  in  general  this 
presents  itself,  and  this  is  es.sentially  to  be  recognised,  that 
the  First,  in  that  Something  is  only  first  of  all  inwardly  or 
in  its  notion,  is  just  for  this  reason  only  its  own  immediate, 
passive  There-being  (Daseyn,  quasi  existential  breadth,  exist- 
ential Out-being).  So  the  Relation  here  is  only  the  Relation 
an  sich  {in  itself),  its  notion,  or  only  inwardly.  But  on 
this  account  again  it  is  only  the  external,  immediate  Relation, 
&c.  (Lc.  ii.  p.  181.) 

Justification  and  support  will  be  found  in  these 
extracts  for  many  decisions  in  regard  to  the  moments 
and  their  names  with  which  the  Header  must  now  be 
perfectly  familiar.  At  page  94  of  tlie  first  volume, 
and  in  reference  to  an  extract  of  Kant  which  was 
spoken  of  as  likely  to  have  been  suggestive  to  Hegel, 
it  was  remarked  of  tlie  action  on  the  world  of  a being 
tliat  can  think,  that  it  would  amount  to  projection 
of  this  being  out  around  him,  .so  that  tlie  other  would 
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come  to  be  only  the  stand  for  this  being’s  qualities 
thereon  disposed  : if  the  reader  will  consult  ‘ die  Idee 
des  Wahren,’  in  the  third  volume  of  the  Logic,  he  wUl 
be  struck  with  the  singular  truth  of  the  accidental  con- 
ception ; and  he  will  also  see  reason  to  admire  Hegel 
for  realising  tliis  side  of  the  Notion  (for  it  is  a side  of 
the  Notion)  under  Erkennen  (Cognition). 

At  page  610  of  Frantz  and  Hillert’s  Hegelian  Ex- 
tracts, we  have  the  following  from  the  Philosophy  of 
lieligion  : — 

The  Third  is  the  elimination  of  this  Antithesis,  of  this 
separation,  this  banishment  of  the  Subject  from  God,  the 
effecting  that  Man  feel  and  know  God  within  himself ; as  tliis 
Subject,  raise  himself  to  God,  give  himself  the  assurance,  the 
satisfaction,  the  joy  to  have  God  in  his  heart,  to  be  united 
with  God.  This  is  the  Cultus  : the  Cultus  is  not  merely  rela- 
tion, knowledge,  but  act ; the  action  to  give  himself  the 
certainty,  that  Man  is  accepted  by  God,  received  into  Grace. 
The  simple  form  of  the  Cultus,  the  inner  Cultus,  is  Devotion, 
Worship — this  Mystic  thing,  the  unio  mystica. 

The  most  fervid  believer  that  ever  lived  could  give 
no  better  and  no  other  account  of  his  inner  experi- 
ences : yet  here  we  are  in  the  third  moment  of  the 
notion.  The  develoj)ment  of  the  notion  through  its 
ordinary  moments  has  led  us  to  this : it  is  fidelity  to 
the  notion  and  its  own  accurate  language  that  has  given 
birth  to  this  fidehty  to  the  vital  feehngs  and  expressions 
of  Eehgion. 

The  last  extract  suggests  the  propriety  of  a word  on 
the  Matter  of  Hegel — and  we  may  say  again,  in  pass- 
ing, that  his  Orujin  is  directly  from  Kant,  and  more 
especially  from  Kant’s  Deduction  of  the  Categories 
with  peculiar  reference  to  the  Unity  of  Apperception 
and  the  fundamental  Kantian  query  as  regards  the 
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possibility  of  a priori  synthetic  judgments,  or,  what  is 
the  same  thing,  mental  inferences  indejjendent  of  any 
reference  to  the  facts  of  exjierience  ; his  Principle  is  the 
Concrete  Notion  so  developed,  and  his  Form  or  Method 
is  his  evolution  of  new  Moments  to  the  production  of 
a new  Whole  by  means  of  extrication,  or  reflexion,  or 
0{)position  of  these  moments,  or  disposal  of  them 
according  to  the  triple  movement  constituted  by  Simple 
Apprehension,  Judgment,  and  Reason,  or  however  else 
we  may  name  the  oj>eration  indicated.*  As  regards 
the  Matter,  we  may  say  at  once,  that  it  consists  of  all 
the  questions  which  have  ever  in  any  sphere  been  re- 
garded as  Philosophical.  Probably  no  man  that  ever 
lived  ever  studied  as  deeply  as  Hegel  the  progi'ess  of 
humanity  in  regard  to  those  questions  which  it  puts 
for  the  procurement  of  exjjlanation  as  respects  its  own 
existence,  that  of  its  world,  and  the  constituent  pheno- 
mena of  both.  A man  so  rich  in  knowledge  of  the 
Real,  a man  that  had  so  trained  himself  in  the  actual, 
could  not  by  any  po.ssibihty  come  to  us  oflering  only 
what  was  fonnal  or  formell,  and  without  concrete 
nutriment.  In  an  age  that  exacts  such  scientific  re- 
quirements as  the  present,  it  is  impossible  that  such  a 
man,  in  such  a position,  and  with  such  pretensions, 
could  have  treated  of  such  interests  as  Logic  and 
Philosophy,  History  and  Aesthetic,  Morals,  Politics, 
and  Religion,  with  no  result  but  that  of  an  arbitraiy, 
fanciful,  idle,  and  all  but  unintelligible  systematisation, 
and  without  any  addition  or  improvement  of  a solid 
and  substantial  nature.  This  is  wholly  incredible:  rather, 
it  is  to  be  expected  that  Hegel  has  .said  what  will 

• Tho  extract  from  Kant  (vol.  i.  pure  Form,  and  so  bis  pure  I’rin- 
p.  92),  in  what  concema  pure  Kea-  ciple,  pure  Method,  pure  Matter, 
son  ns  pure  Syllogism,  may,  if  looked  and  oven  pure  Origin, 
deeply  at,  manifest  itself  as  Hi!gers 
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prove  for  centuries,  perhaps,  to  come,  the  absolutely 
last  word  on  all  the  great  concrete  interests  for  which 
alone  Humanity  lives,  and  to  which  alone  it  strives. 

In  Logic,  to  consider  the  Categories  alone  abstractly 
and  in  themselves,  is  a glance  the  deepest  and  the 
truest,  as  the  leading  of  them  all  up  into  the  Notion 
and  the  Idea  is  not  only  the  most  subtle  and  original 
feat,  but  probably  the  most  important  work  which  any 
philosopher  has  yet  achieved.  Consider  Being  alone  1 
What  is  Being  ? Driven  on  the  literary  hot-bed  which 
is  given  us  at  present,  we  are  all  geniuses  nowadays, 
men  of  rapid  ideation  and  symbolical  speech  (which,  I 
suppose,  is  the  definition  of  tills  wonderful  thing  genius 
— often  the  perquisite  of  the  weakest), — and  at  the 
very  first  touch  of  the  question,  we  soar  away  up  on 
Voi-stellung,  on  Imagination,  away  up,  up  to  the 
Empyrean  in  search  of  the  Unimaginable — big  at 
heart — but  to  return  presently  drooping — with  No- 
thiiuj ! This  is  Vorstellung.  The  Notion,  however, 
is  a cool  old  swordsman,  takes  time,  moves  not  from 
the  spot,  and  looks  at  the  thing.  What  is  Being  ? it 
says, — why  Being  is  simply  presence  absolutely  indefi- 
nite— equally  Nothing — but.,  this  time,  a seen  Nothing, 
Being  is  all  in  general,  and  no  one  thing  in  jiarticular ; 
and  Nothing  is  no  one  thing  in  particular — and  also 
all  in  general,  for  the  Nothing  that  is  no  one  thing  in  par- 
ticular has  not  destroyed  a single  dust-point  of  the  all, 
which  just  remains  after  as  before.  What  is,  has  been, 
and  ever  will  be  : we  are  in  presence  of  the  Infinite. 
Nay,  this  Infinite  as  much  is  not  as  it  is.  The  is  to  the 
was  is  another,  the  was  is  not.  Unchanged  identity 
exists  not  even  in  a dream.  The  is,  to  know  itself — 
even  to  continue  itself — must  other  itself,  must  become 
not.  Not,  Not,  Not,  are  the  links  of  the  circle  of 
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Identity  : only  by  Not,  Not,  Not,  is  Identity  preserved. 
Truly  to  think  these  thoughts,  truly  to  think  Identity 
and  Diflerence,  but — sub  specie  ceterni — is,  in  ultimate 
result,  to  develope  the  System  of  Hegel.  The  Hegelian 
Notions  are  parallel  to  the  Vorstcllungen,  the  myths, 
of  all  concrete  History : Chaos  is  Seyn,  Creation  is 
Daseyn,  Christianity  (Vision,  Love,  Submission, — Intel- 
ligence, Union  with  God,  Immortabty)  is  Fursichseyn. 
And  this  series  is  but  Simple  Apprehension,  Judgment, 
and  Eeason,  the  one,  single,  and  sole-existent  logical 
throb ! But  we  must  renounce  any  attempt  to  present 
more  of  the  Matter,  in  the  meantime,  than  has  been 
already  presented  in  the.  two  sections  from  the  Logic, 
and  in  the  various  extracts  which  have  occurred  to  be 
inserted  here  and  there.  We  must  content  oiuselves 
I'or  the  present  by  simply  saying  again,  that  the  Matter 
of  Metaphysic,  Logic,  of  the  Philosophy  of  Nature,  of 
Psychology,  Morals,  Politics,  Religion,  Historj’,  Cri- 
ticism, Art,  has  all,  or  mostly  all,  been  exhaustively 
considered  by  Hegel,  and  if  presented  in  freedom  from 
the  peculiarity  of  the  fonn,  would  speedily  convince 
all  men  who  cared  to  inquire,  of  his  ultimate  ^nd 
absolute  mastery  of  thought.  Nay,  if  even  the  Hegelian 
Notion  were  proved  (which  would  require  such  another 
industry  as  Haym’s,  but  on  quite  another  platform  of 
vmon)  an  artifice,  a poem,  and  a dream,  the  state  of 
the  case  would  remain  substantially  the  same.  As  to 
that,  indeed,  it  is  to  be  admitted,  that  the  Hegehan 
Notion  has  yet  to  receive  the  guarantee  of  a competent 
jury  who  will  decide  as  to  whether  or  not  it  goes 
together  in  the  end,  as  Hegel  says,  with  Notion  as 
ordinarily  used  (if  not  seen),  and  constitute.s,  at  the 
same  time,  the  principle  of  Perception.* 

* At  the  end  of  Reciprocity  in  his  reader,  not  only  to  understand, 
the  Logic,  Hegel  attempts  to  enable  but  to  see  the  Notion.  We  there  see 
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Be  this  as  it  may,  tliere  can  be  no  doubt  but  that 
Ilegel’s  object  was  truth.  ‘ Tliat  to  which,’  he  says, 
‘ in  my  philosophical  efforts,  I have  wholly  striven  and 
strive,  is  the  scientific  Cognition  of  Truth.’  His  works, 
he  tells  us,  ‘ have  been  many  years  thought  through,  and 
with  all  earnestness  of  the  object  and  of  scientific 
requirements  icorked-through.’  lie  would  ‘seek  truth 
but  with  a consciousness  of  the  nature  and  value  of  the 
Belatioiis  inherent  in  Thought  itself,  which  are  the 
uniting  and  determining  element  of  every  Matter  (In- 
halt).’ A great  motive  of  his  action  is  ‘ the  misunder- 
standing, that  tlie  inadequacy  of  the  finite  categories  to 
tnith  brings  with  it  the  impossibihty  of  objective  know- 
ledge, from  which  misunderstanding  the  right  is  inferred 
to  speak  and  pronounce  from  feeling  and  subjective 
opinion,  so  that,  in  place  of  proof,  there  step  forward 
a.sseverations  and  the  recountments  of  what  is  found  as 
facts  in  consciousness  ; and  the  more  uncritical  this  is, 
it  is  considered  the  purer.’  To  Hegel  Philosophy  is 
‘ the  reconciliation  which  the  Spirit  solemnises  of  itself 
with  itself ;’  and  this  is  accomplished  by  ‘ the  restora- 
tion of  that  absolute  Content  (Gehalt)  beyond  which 
Thought  at  first  struggled  and  set  itself  out,  but  a 
reconcihation  in  the  freest  and  most  native  element  of 
the  Spirit.’  (Passages  in  commencement  of  Prefaces  to 


Univorsality  and  Sin^larity  trans- 
parently to  collapse,  while  Particu- 
larity is  hold  in  a transparent  dis- 
tinction betwixt  them.  Conceive  a 
globe ; its  infinite  discrete  granu- 
larity is  its  Particularity.  Off  from 
this  granularity,  conceive  the  one 
continuons  case  or  hull  to  slip,  as  it 
were,  on  one  side : this  were  the 
fniversality  of  the  globe.  This 
conceived,  it  is  not  difiicult  to  see 
granularity  and  cose,  discretion  and 


continuity.  Particularity  and  Unt- 
versality,  reflect  together  into  the 
one  self-identical  concrete  <Sih^lar 
— the  globe  itself.  Here  are  throe 
things  where  each  is  the  other,  and 
whore  each,  at  the  same  time,  some- 
how, is  only  through  the  other. 
The  illustration  properly  concerns 
the  antithesie  only  on  the  stadium  of 
li'hole  and  Parte  : if  not  satisfactory 
to  thouf/ht,  it  may  prove  auxiliary 
to  conception. 
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second  and  third  editions  of  the  Encyclopaedia.)  The 
tlieory,  then,  that  would  conceive  Hegel’s  operations 
to  root  in  fancy,  and  to  consist  of  express  efforts  towards 
an  intentional  artifact,  is  excccdmgly  absurd  and  entirely 
o])posed  to  the  truth.  Never  did  human  being  more 
reverentially  receive  the  torch  from  his  predecessor,  or 
more  conscientiously  strive  to  pass  it  brighter  to  him 
that  should  succeed.  To  name  Hegel’s  ‘ Philosophiren  ’ 
‘ riiantasiren  ’ is  the  most  monstrous  injustice.  Con- 
cretely viewed,  his  action  is  but  the  necessary  historiail 
reaction  and  complement  to  the  Illumination.  In  his 
youth  he  had  shared  the  ardour  of  that  movement ; he 
had  as  keenly  felt  as  anyone  the  pang  of  Intelligence, 
indignant  at  the  monstrous  contradictions  which  an 
interested  Superstition  sought  to  impose  on  it ; and  in 
that  sense  he  had  for  long,  laborious  years,  though 
entirely  by  himself  and  for  himself,  worked  and  written. 
It  presently  became  evident  to  him,  however,  that  it 
would  be  his  duty  and  Iris  task,  not — wdth  the  shallow 
enlightenment  and  frivolous  gaiety  of  the  thoughtless — 
to  push  that  movement  to  its  ultimate  consummation  in 
an  identification  of  man  with  the  monkey,  and  of  both 
with  the  unintelligible,  baseless,  and  fortuitous  atoms  of 
an  unintelligible,  baseless,  and  fortuitous  universe, — but 
to  find  such  correction  and  complement  for  the  false 
and  one-sided  extreme  of  the  Illumination  as  would 
restore  the  equilibrium  of  concrete  fact.  The  danger 
became  presently  plain  to  him — the  danger  of  the 
dissolution  of  society,  of  its  complete  retrocession 
into  barbarism  before  the  attacks  of  an  absolutely 
evli(jhtened  but  utterly  irrational  undei-standing.  The 
light  which  the  Illumination  had  turned  upon  our 
whole  human  heritage  of  time  was  become,  he  saAv, 
a flame  to  devour,  God  was  to  be  burned  out  of  u.s. 
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tlic  soul  was  to  be  burned  out  of  us ; we  were  to  be 
left  in  presence  only  of  the  material  elements,  ourselves 
a material  calx. 

— Apart  from  the  theoretical  world,  we  can  see  for 
ourselves  the  same  movement  at  work  in  the  practical 
world.  Wliat  is  the  principle  of  the  Political  Economy 
of  the  day  ? Self-will ; and  for  the  realisation  of  self- 
will  the  destruction  of  every  realisation  of  universal 
will.  Now,  what  is  that  but  the  dissolution  of  society — 
what  is  that  but  the  reduction  of  all  to  an  infinitely 
disconnected,  inorganic  atomism  of  irresponsible  Selfs  P 
Self-government  is  the  word,  not  in  the  sense  that  the 
individual  will,  tlie  false  will,  is  to  govern  itself  into  the 
true  will,  into  the  universal  will,  into  God’s  will,  but  in 
the  sense  that  the  individual  will,  listening  only  to  its 
own  self-will,  its  own  subjective  interest,  is  to  govern 
and  prescribe  the  universal  will — a universal  will,  how- 
ever, which  were  then  chaos.  Yet  there  are  men  of 
the  most  undeniable  talent,  and  in  occupation  of  very 
re.sponsible  places,  who  openly  avow  and  with  all  their 
heart  promote  this  princijjle.  They  look  forward  with 
exultation  to  that  day  of  freedom,  to  that  day  of  light 
at  length,  ‘ when  we  shall  doctor  and  parson  ourselves.’ 
To  doctor  and  parson  ourselves  is  not  to  them  a propo- 
sition of  sheer  dementia,  but  an  axiom  of  enlighten- 
ment— enlightenment  so  advanced  that  it  is  only  too 
advanced  for  its  own  generation  ! But  why  should  we 
not  also  lawyer  ourselves,  police  ourselves  ? A large 
section  of  the  community  would  rejoice  in  the  enlight- 
enment and  liberality  that  would  relieve  it  of  the 
incubus  of  a police.  Strange  how  the  gorges  of  some 
of  these  enlightened  individuals  indignantly  rise  at  this 
as  at  a palpable  absurdity  foisted  into  the  place  of  their 
own  immaculate  wisdom ! We  would  pai-soii  ourselves. 
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tl)cy  say,  we  would  doctor  ouwelves,  and  we  are  not 
sure  but  that  any  prescription  of  the  age  at  which  a 
child  shall  bo  allowed  to  labour  is  an  infringeuieut  of 
the  liberty  of  trade ; but  we  must  not  speak  of  attempt- 
ing to  police  ourselves, — that  iv  ijoini/  too  far.  They 
say  this,  and  with  the  most  perfect  conviction  that  they 
have  still  spoken  as  rational  beings ! If  they  adopt  the 
principle  of  self-will,  they  adopt  a principle  absolutely 
.sultjective,  there  is  no  guarantee  of  agi'eement  j)ossiblc 
between  any  two  whatever.  What  is  going  too  far  to 
A.  is  not  going  far  enough  to  B.,  and  there  is  no  oracle 
(criterion)  that  shall  ultimately  and  definitively  decide. 
If  they  say.  Oh,  we  do  not  mean  to  assert  that  self-will 
is  to  be  absolutely  trusted ; they  have  opened  the  door 
to  univemal  will — they  have  altered  tlieir  formula  from 
the  unit  for  itself  to,  the  unit  for  the  Whole.  Instead  of 
a subjective  principle,  they  have  now  set  up  an  objec- 
tive principle ; and  with  such  there  is  the  certainty  of 
agreement,  system,  organisation  in  the  end.  Consistency 
of  thought  would  teach  them  to  see  and  undersUind 
this ; but  in  their  devotion  to  the  principles  they  have 
inherited,  they  cannot  bring  their  thoughts  together. 
Point  out,  for  exam[)le,  that,  in  obedience  to  the  maxim, 
Let  the  individual  seek  his  own  self-interest,  this  unit 
and  that  unit  have  injured  the  community,  with  punish- 
ment to  themselves,  it  maj'  be, — and,  it  also  may  be, 
without  punishment  to  themselves, — it  is  not  uncommon 
for  Political  Economists  to  answer : Oh,  the  unit  will 
find  in  the  end  that  the  general  interest  is  its  own 
intere.st.  Now,  they  who  so  answer,  are  quite  unccm- 
scious  that  they  have  just  reversed  the  very  principle 
in  which  thej'  so  imjdicitly  believe.  The  community 
is  best  served  by  the  individual  serving  himself,  is  surely 
not  the  same  proposition  as.  The  individual  is  best 
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served  by  serving  the  community.  But  it  is  on  tlie 
diflerence  of  these  propositions  that  the  whole  case  we 
seek  to  make  out  rests.  The  former  is  a subjective 
principle,  and  incapable  of  any  one  specific  assignment 
or  determinate  appointment  whatever  ; the  latter  is  an 
objective  principle,  and  contains  within  it  the  entire 
organisation  of  society.  The  one  is  the  principle  of 
Self-will — Slavery ; the  other,  the  principle  of  the 
Universal  Will — Liberty. 

On  what  thin  abstractions  Political  Economy  inflates 
itself ! Demand  and  Supply,  for  example, — this  phrase 
is  used  as  if  it  possessed  in  itself  power — as  if  it  ful- 
filled functions,  performed  operations,  achieved  results. 
There  never  ivas  a greater  mistake.  Demand  and 
Supply — what  is  so  named — is  in  itself  utterly  empty, 
utterly  untrue.  To  be  true, — it  presupposes  a con- 
crete system  and  actually  at  work  ; it  is  this  system 
alone  which  is  its  tnith,  and  without  this  system  it 
is  an  idle  phrase  : without  this  system,  indeed,  it  is  a 
phra.se  which  would  never  ocour  to  be  used.  Demand 
and  Supply  was  the  inexorable  law  to  wiiich  the  uni- 
verse must  submit ; America  was  par  excellence  the 
land  which  recognised,  honoured,  and  obeyed  such 
principles  : yet,  because  the  negroes  of  Central  Africa 
sell  each  other,  this  well-principled  America  tears  her-  . 
self  loose  from  the  law,  and  rushes  into  a w'ar  which, 
so  far  as  all  laws  and  principles  are  concerned,  must 
be  named  contradiction  itself.  It  is  something  else 
than  Demand  and  Supply  that  has  worked  and  works 
here  then:  not  but  that  America  is  still  true  to  the 
great  principle  of  Self-will, — so  true  that  she  has  here 
broken  down  and  put  an  end  to  a concrete  system  in 
her  own  midst,  through  which,  in  a particular  insUmce, 
the  abstractions  of  Demand  and  Supply  had  a filling 
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of  filct.  Demand  may  now  ‘ burst  its  wind  ’ in  Man- 
chester, and  Supply  die  of  glut  in  Charleston;  but  there 
is  no  longer  any  concrete  system  to  reunite  the  pair. 
In  short,  the  formal  generality  that  describes,  is  no 
substantial  principle  that  animates  and  moves ; and 
Demand  and  Supply,  though  the  biggest  note  of  a 
spurious  wisdom,  has  but  an  abstract  reference  to 
temporary  complexes  which  are  a prey  to  thoustind- 
fold  contingency. 

Political  Economj^  nevertheless,  enjoys  at  this  mo- 
ment the  most  triumphant  of  repuUitions.  Illustrious 
Statesmen  boast  to  have  imbibed  it,  all  Politicians 
swear  by  it,  and  most  Newspaper  Editors  live  by  it. 
It  is  not  difficult  to  explain  this.  The  Illumination  is 
an  historical  movement,  there  is  much  tmth  in  it,  we 
accept  it  on  the  whole, — only,  we  would  see  into  it, 
wc  would  know  its  limits  and  conditions,  we  would 
ascertain  the  higher  truth  into  Avhich  it  must  be 
absorbed.  Now,  as  it  is  with  the  Wliole,  the  Illumi- 
nation in  general,  so  it  is  with  a part.  Political  Eco- 
nomy in  particular.  This  part  brought  its  light  also, 
and  what  it  lit  was  not  all  found  good.  How  could 
it  ? Was  it  at  all  likely  that  the  arrangements  which 
suited  Feudalism,  a state  of  war,  would  be  found  to 
• suit  Industrialism,  a state  of  peace  ? The  light  once 
thrown,  then,  the  discrepancy  was  visible,  and  of  late 
we  have  done  little  else  than  throw  off,  much  to  the 
gain  of  Industrialism, — the  obsolete  provisions  of  Feu- 
dalism. It  is  this  Avhich  constitutes  the  praise  of 
Economical  Science, — Mr.  Buckle  intimates  as  much, — 
Mr.  Buckle  himself  acknowledges  with  satisfaction 
that  all  reform  as  yet  is  but  an  undoing  of  what  an 
ignorant  ( ! ) past  had  done.  Nor — so  far  as  Feudalism 
is  opposed  to  Industrialism — would  we  willingly  be 
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uiidoi-stood  to  think  otherwise  here ; we  accept  the 
relative  demonstrations  of  Hume  and  Adam  Smith ; 
and  we  rejoice  as  sincerely  as  another  in  the  advan- 
Uiges  which  have  accrued  to  Industrialism  from  that 
part  of  the  Illumination  named  Political  Economy, 
and  in  special  reference  to  the  appointments  of  Feu- 
dalism. What  we  seek  to  make  plain  is  only — beside.s 
the  true  nature  of  its  abstract  principle — the  pecuUarity 
of  that  concrete  material  in  battle  with  Avliich  it  has 
earned  its  fame. 

As  regards  the  principle,  what  we  have  said  can  be 
made  good  also  from  another  point  of  view.  As  part 
and  parcel  of  the  Illumination,  Political  Econom}^  can 
have  at  bottom  no  principle  but  the  Eight  of  Private 
Judgment.  But  in  this  element  the  considerations  are 
not  merely  theoretical : they  concern  action ; the  right 
of  private  judgment  is  here  brought  into  appheation 
with  individual  commodity.  Xo  wonder,  then,  that 
the  'word  private  becomes  much  more  strongly  concen- 
trated in  this,  a sphere  of  action,  than  in  others  that 
bear  only  on  theory  and  belief.  That  Political  Eco- 
nomy should  openly  set  up  Self-will  as  its  principle, 
was  in  such  I'elations  obviously  irresistible.  Neverthe- 
less, that  it  was  private  judgment  that  was  in  question 
ought  not  to  have  escaped  notice;  and  judgment  applied 
to  the  interests  of  Political  Economy, — that  is,  to  the 
stewardship  of  the  nation, — is  competent  to  a System 
only,  to  an  Organisation,  the  neticssity  of  which  shah 
be  Eeason.  There  is  possible,  then,  a true  Science  of 
Political  Economy,  which  shall  boast  not  only  to  be 
nefjative  of  the  past,  but  positwe  of  the  present,  and, 
in  its  tendency,  therefore,  certiorative  of  the  future. 
This  science,  then,  shall  cease  to  be  destructive,  and 
become  constructive ; nor  will  it  set  up  the  merely 
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subjective  principle  of  self-will,  but  honestly  and  strenu- 
ously strive  forward  to  the  reidisation  of  the  objective 
princi])le  of  universal  wiU.  Then,  perhaps,  we  shall 
have  a stewardship  of  the  nation,  but  now  look  at 
the  chaos ! 

Political  Economy  is  usually  treated  of  under  four 
divisions,  the  last  of  which  (Consumption),  however, 
has  no  i>rescripts  that  cannot  be  included  under  the 
lirst.  The  objects  of  this  science,  therefore,  may  be 
all  included  under  Production,  Exchange,  and  Dis- 
tribution ; a classification  that  falls  out  not  very  diverse 
from  the  triplicity  of  the  Notion.  Dwirihution  as  )^et 
belongs  very  much  to  a region  of  doubt  and  difficulty 
- — in  every  view,  and  may  be  passed  over  at  pre-seut. 
But  how  does  the  princi})le  of  Self-will  work  as 
regards  the  two  spheres  of  Production  and  Exchange  ? 
We  can,  of  course,  in  this  place,  not  exj)ound,  but 
only  suggest.  Well,  in  these  da)'s  is  there  not  a 
tendency  for  Self-will  to  penetrate  and  render  rotten 
everj'  article  of  Production,  and  have  we  not  infinitely 
more  difficulty  to  save  ourselves  from  this  enemy  than 
even  from  our  rats?  Let  us  consider  the  colour  of 
our  clothes  alone,  or  let  us  a.sk  simply  on  what  prin- 
cij)les  any  farmer  raises  his  potatoes.  As  regards 
Exchange,  again,  is  tliere  not  at  present  a very  large 
class  who  live  by  intercepting  and  laying  their  own 
toll  on  commodities, — who  live,  as  it  were,  by  taking 
rides  on  commodities — through  their  Capital  ? These 
men  produce  not,  they  merely  j)ut  the  consumer  to  the 
expense  of  their  ride.  The  expense  is  the  least  part 
of  the  damage : the  active  centres  of  immorality  that 
are  thus  generated,  this  is  the  gi-eat  point.  We  hear 
the  purest  disciples  of  Political  Economy  as  it  is, 
speak  theurselves  with  positive  terror  of  the  threatened 
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‘ pestilential  influence  of  these  mushroom-moneyed 
men.’  And,  indeed,  there  seems  good  reason  for  the 
terror.  There  seems  rapidly  growing  up  among  us  a 
spurious  middle  class  to  which  our  Legislators  them- 
selves pay  deference,  asking  their  advice  in  crises  of 
actual  government,  as  if  they — in  Political  Economy — 
were  the  depositaries  of  aU  wisdom.  This  class  is 
not  so  much  constituted  by  honourable  and  thrifty 
producers,  as  by  bold  and  crafty  commodity-riders, 
imscrupulous  contractors,  lucky  colonists,  &c.  Now 
what  is  the  life  of  such  people  ? In  one  word,  it  con- 
sists of  the  coarse  brutality  and  vulgar  insolence  of 
expenditure  and  display.  Uneducated,  unreflned,  un- 
pleasant persons  they  often  are,  who  see  the  clothes 
you  have  on,  and  remark  on  the  jewelry  your  wife 
wears ; yet  they  push  into  Parliament  and  infect  their 
neighbourhood  with  the  emulation  of  expense.  Now 
these  are  a class  of  Pohtical  Economy’s  own  making, 
and  they  are  poisonous  and  deranging  in  the  highest 
degree.  They  presume  on  the  breadth  of  platform 
their  money  extends  to  them.  Merit — as  it  is  called — 
merit,  in  comparison,  is  rebuked  into  the  cold  shade 
by  such  categories  as.  He  lives  at  the  Clarendon — he 
paid  so-and-so  for  his  brougham  ! True  it  is  that  evils 
are  not  without  compensation,  and  that  there  is  a 
reaction  against  this  class  on  the  part  of  gentlemen,  as 
there  was  a reaction  against  the  barbarity  of  the  time 
on  the  part  of  the  gentle  Knights  of  King  Arthur,  or 
of  a later  period.  Many  of  our  best  writers  reflect 
this  at  present,  as  Tennyson,  the  Kingsleys,  &c. — but, 
perhaps,  above  all,  the  clear-minded  Kinglake,  whose 
chapter  as  against  the  coup  d’etat  is  but  a manifesto  of 
the  principles  of  a brave  English  gentleman  as  he  is 
now.  We  would  suggest,  then,  that  Production  and 
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Exclmnge,  as  they  work  at  present,  exhibit  notliing  of 
system,  or  generalisation,  union,  arrangement,  reason, 
but  form  togctlier  tlie  wide-weltering  chaos  of  a disin- 
tegrated and  irresponsible  Atomism.  Will  anyone 
pretend  that  the  stewardship  of  a nation  is  best  per- 
formed in  such  a miscellaneous  and  promiscuous 
fashion  as  this? 

Political  Economy,  then,  would  it  really  be  Political 
Economy,  and  prove  adequate  to  the  national  steward- 
ship, must  reject  this  its  principle  of  Self-will,  and 
adopt  instead  the  principle  of  Universal  Will.  Indeed, 
Political  Economy  itself  shows  a dim  sense  of  this  in 
that  very  answer  which  we  have  seen  already  as  re- 
gards the  unit  finding  out  in  the  end  that  the  interest 
of  the  community  is  its  own  also.  This  answer  amounts 
to — The  true  universal  will  is  the  true  individual  will. 
What  we  would  point  out,  however,  is,  that  while  Po- 
litical Economy  has  never  made  this  principle  plain  to 
itself,  but,  on  the  contrary,  has  held  by  the  opposite, 
it  offers — so  holding — no  field  for  its  realisation.  It 
would  w'ork  out  the  universal  will,  we  shall  say,  and  it 
is  sincere  in  believing  that  the  true  mean  to  that  end 
is  to  leave  the  individiud  to  his  own  interests,  which 
he  wll  find  sooner  or  later  to  be  identical  with  those 
of  the  community.  We  willingly  grant  also  that  this 
is  perfectly  true,  and  the  means  are  perfectly  adequate 
— could  the  individual  but  live  long  enough.  But  just 
here  lies  the  rub : the  individual  cannot  live  long 
enough.  It  is  quite  certain  that  a 'perfect  experience 
would  make  us  all  gentlemen,  in  the  sense  which  has 
been  already  jiartly  indicated,  that  is,  selfless;  so  selffess, 
that  the  very  self  4ve  should  assert — if  in  any  w^ay 
obliged  to  assert  self — would  be  the  universal,  and  not 
the  individual  self,  our  self,  the  objective  one — but  not 
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our  self,  tlie  subjective  one.  It  is  certainly  best  that 
a man  should  freely  grow  into  manhood  by  the  in- 
fluences of  his  own  natural  life.  13ut  how  if  he  have 
not  time  enough,  or  how  if  he  should  bo  individually 
.so  constituted  as  to  be — of  himself — incapable  as  re- 
gards such  growth  ? Has  Reason  nothing  to  say, 
then  ? The  ligaments  of  vows  are  not  in  general  to  be 
recommended,  but  they  have  saved  many  a man.  Is 
there  no  system  of  Re.ason  demonstralrle  that  would 
train  and  discipline  and  school  a man  into  his  own  true 
manhood  ? Is  all  organisation  hopeless,  must  we  be 
simply  left  each  of  us  to  his  own  self-will  ? We  know 
that  we  are  not  in  point  of  fact  so  left ; we  know  that 
there  is  the  Government,  &c. ; but  we  deny  that  it  is 
competent  to  Political  Economy  to  allude  to  thi.s,  for 
Political  Economy  would  reduce  Government  to  the 
Police — a Police,  too,  wholly  subject  to  the  will  of  it-s 
objects,  and  these  objects  being  stimulated  into  ac- 
tivity by  expres.s  injunctions  to  follow  out  their  own 
self-interests.  Nay,  we  might  say  that  Political  Eco- 
nomy has  no  right  to  speak  of  Government  at  all,  for 
no  Government  could  long  exist  side  by  side  Avith  the 
principle  of  Self-will. — Is  there  no  means  of  expressly 
guiding  foiTV'ard  Self-will  into  Universal  Will  by  human 
reason,  or  for  that  consummation  must  it  be  simply  left 
to  itself  and  the  path  of  natural  instinct  ? We  do  not 
make  the  most  of  Nature  anywhere  else  by  leaving  it 
to  itself : our  gains  everywhere  else  ai-e  brought  about 
by  empahng  natural  contingency  within  rational  ne- 
cessity. Are  Ave  to  despair  of  a similar  method  in 
application  to  the  natural  man?  Compare  the  man 
that  comes  as  it  Avere  direct  from  the  furrow  Avith  him, 
the  son  of  a good  house,  who  is  bred — Avho  from  the 
cradle  upAvards  feeds  and  fdls  on  Inhalt,  the  Inhalt  of 
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experience  inherited,  of  experience  acquired,  by  his 
parents ! The  former  enters  on  the  world  in  mere 
natural  immediacy,  absolutely  abstract ; his  action  is  a 
scries  of  blunders,  he  has  all  to  learn  ; he  is  a boy  at 
forty,  at  fifty, — perhaps  he  drops  into  the  grave  ‘an 
exasperated  stripling  of  threescore  years  and  ten.’ 
Not  so  the  other — (actual  exceptions  subvert  not  the 
ideal  rule) — he  is  a man  from  his  majority,  and  thence- 
forward does  the  work  of  a man.  Here  we  see  how 
the  Family  acts  in  converting  mere  nature  into  reason, 
and  may  be  led  by  its  example  to  anticipate  the  possi- 
bility of  a like  function  on  the  part  of  Govenimcnt  as 
well.  The  method  of  the  Famihq  however,  is  not  to 
leave  the  individual  to  his  own  self-will  and  the  casual 
experience  of  natural  life,  but,  through  the  aliment  of 
an  objective  reason,  as  it  were,  objectively  deposited, 
to  develope  into  full  stature  the  tnie  or  universjil  will 
which  is  implicit  in  the  natural  will,  the  self-will  of 
every  human  being.  As  is  the  method  of  the  Familj% 
so  then  must  be  that  of  the  Government.  Nay,  the 
rudest  Government  that  ever  existed  had  no  principle 
at  bottom  but  the  conversion  of  self-will  into  universal 
will.  The  first  step,  the  first  stir  to  Society,  ties  a knot 
on  self-will,  cuts  a knot  from  univei-sal  will.  Only  in  a 
state  of  nature,  only  among  men  anthropoid  merely — 
call  them  Gorillas  if  you  will — do  we  find  the  principle 
of  Political  Economy  at  home  at  last.  It  is  perfectly 
natural,  then,  that  there  should  have  been  so  much  stir 
of  late  about  the  Monkey.  The  Illumination  with  the 
light  of  the  llight  of  Private  Judgment  was  destined 
to  reach  no  less  a consummation.  So  it  delights  to 
humiliate,  in  the  triumph  of  its  owr  intelligence,  tlie 
dullards  who  pretend  still  to  find  bread  in  tradition, 
consoling  its  own  self  when  it  sighs — for  it  will  sigh — 
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by  contemplation  of  the  all  of  things,  through  dissipa- 
tion of  heat  and  mechanical  energy,  speedily  at  rest,  a 
cold  opaque  idle  bulk,  in  the  centre  of  a cold  opaque 
idle  space — and  so  for  ever — a useless,  unlighted  uni- 
verse left  to  blank  time  and  its  own  useless,  unlighted 
self! — These  are  the  latest  results  of  the  Illumination  ; 
and  if  these  are  to  be  accepted  and  held  true,  there  is 
just  no  more  to  be  said  ; there  need  not  be  talk  any 
longer  of  self-will,  or  universal  will,  or  government 
at  all ; there  is  but  one  conclusion  : let  those  who  can 
enjoy  the  senses  continue  to  enjoy  them  ; lot  those  who 
cannot,  take  aconite  and  go  to  bed. 

But  suppose  we  detenninc  not  to  accept  these 
results,  perhaps  we  had  better  determine  also  to  be 
just  done  at  last  and  altogether  with  the  Illumination 
as  the  Illumination.  The  wide  Avelter  of  lonely,  iso- 
lated atoms  produced  by  it — each  miserable,  all  miser- 
able, divorced  from  Substance — is  painful  to  look  at. 
Why,  books  themselves,  which  formerly  were  as  our 
cells  of  sacred  fire,  are  now  bound  on  the  same  com- 
mercial voyage  as  all  the  rest ; they  are  but  counters, 
and  take  rank  by  the  amount  they  stand  for  : we  ask 
now,  not  how  much  of  the  Ideal  do  they  contain,  but 
how  much  of  the  Heal  will  they  bring  ? Perhaps,  then, 
■we  had  better  declare  completely  off  with  the  Illumina- 
tion, and  turn  to  see  if  there  can  be  any  help  elsewhere. 

Hegel  demonstrates,  by  History  and  otherwise,  the 
end  of  man  to  be  Freedom.  Now,  it  must  be  said 
that  the  first  step  to  Freedom — and  this  has  been  said 
by  Aristotle — is  material  possession.  We  owe  In- 
dustrialism, then,  however  misguided,  sincere  thanks 
for  the  immense  mass  of  material  commodity  it  has 
of  late  realised  : we  possess  there  a most  indispensable 
magazine  for  the  future.  That  this  magazine  is  for 
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tlic  future,  however,  ratlier  tliaii  for  tlie  present,  is  tlie 
proof  tliat  Industrialism  is  as  )'ot  misguided  : who  is 
tliere  as  yet  tliat  enjoys  Freedom  througli  it — is  there 
a soul  on  this  earth  at  present  so  situated  as  regards 
material  possession  that  he  is  free  from  apprehemion  ? 

Und  die  Sorgo,  die  mehr  als  selbst  mir  das  Uebol  verhasst  ist ! 

By  Freedom,  liowever,  Hegel  means  specially  the 
realisation  of  the  universal  will ; and  his  system  must 
l)e  regarded  as  the  path  of  Philosophy  to  that  end. 
Xor  wUl  it  be  found,  on  suflicient  consideration,  that 
we  have  reason  to  disapprove  either  of  the  meaning  at- 
tached to  the  word,  or  of  the  method  proposed  for  the 
realisation  of  the  thing.  If  Pliilosophy  have  reached 
at  length,  as  Hegel  asserts,  the  position  of  a Science — 
if  it  be  now  Wisdom,  and  no  longer  simply  the  love 
of  Wisdom — if,  in  fact,  it  be  really  the  Science  of 
Science,  the  knowledge  of  knowledge, — where  else  can 
Ave  ever  hope  to  find  any  better  promise  for  the  reali- 
sation in  question  ? Ilegol’s  books,  hoAvever,  are  a hard 
road  and  a long : is  there  no  short  cut — is  there  no  single 
practical  principle  competent  to  act  at  once  as  criterion, 
as  test,  as  guide  ? — Ten  yearn  ago,  in  a little  medical 
es.say,  we  proposed  for  this  very  function — Health. 

We  live  at  present  mostly  for  material  enjoyment ; 
material  possession  is  held  up  as  the  oidy  reward,  the 
only  success ; and  human  efibrt,  accordingly,  hunts 
such  game  to  the  uttermost  parts  of  the  earth.  Attain- 
ment, however,  it  is  found  on  trial,  rarely  satisfies. 
Life  is  passed  between  tAvo  fevers — the  first  of  inflam- 
mation and  of  struggle,  the  hist  of  typhus  and  despair. 
Hence  the  rush  to  and  fro  of  the  ignoble  at  present,  as 
of  maddened  animals  stung  by  gadflies : hence  the 
profound  dejection,  the  cloud,  that  sits  for  caxt  on  the 
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nobler.  It  is  a false  end  we  seek, — it  is  a false  life  we 
lead, — and  we  owe  both  to  the  Anfkliirung.  Atomistic 
S[)aniuing,  mutual  atomistic  repulsion, — abstract  Self- 
will, — materia]  Greed  : what  otlier  fruits  could  a Poli- 
ticfd  Economy,  born  of  denial  of  the  Universal,  born  of 
destruction,  bear?  We  are  all  now  absolutely  dis- 
integrated, absolutely  separated,  absolutely  unsympa- 
thetic units.  Each,  absolutely  excludent  of  others, 
absolutely  includent  of  self,  is  simply  desperate.  We 
live  for  the  senses,  and  die.  Mere  life  is  the  whole  ; 
there  is  no  end  to  work  out,  no  noble  purpose  to  fulfil, 
there  is  no  Beyond ! Formerly,  the  world  had  an 
object ; it  was  a scheme  of  probation,  of  which  all 
partook,  in  which  all  united,  to  which  the  Whole 
helped  the  Part.  It  is  so  no  longer : it  is  a distracted 
ant-hill,  in  blind  physical  ferment.  The  Illumination 
coidd  have  no  other  end.  But  is  there  no  cure  ? Will 
life  again  never  come  to  have  the  meaning  of  probation? 
Will  man  again,  indeed,  never  come  just  to  hve  as  in  a 
meaning  ? Is  it  impossibly  to  restore  humanity,  and 
‘ let  the  ape  and  tiger  die  ? ’ Now,  in  effect,  Kant  and 
Hegel  have  hved  for  no  other  end  than  this  that  is 
here  indicated : both  would  complete  the  side  of  ma- 
terialism, animalism,  at  which  the  Illumination  is  now 
nakedly  arrived  at  length,  by  the  other  side  of  idealism, 
spiritualism,  which  is  fotmd  to  be  equally  authentic 
the  moment  we  turn  from  Perception  as  Perception  hi 
Thought  as  Thought.  And  surely  this  is  a very  coarse 
conclusion, — Unless  I touch,  I will  not  believe ; only 
what  I hold  in  my  hand  i?.  Kant  and  Hegel,  then,  in 
one  word,  woidd  restore  Faith.  The  path  to  the  new 
world  is  necessarily  through  them.  Nevertheless,  it  is 
in  the  same  interest  that  we  would  suggest  here  an 
ajiplication  to  the  general  problem  of  the  principle  of 


Digitized  by  Google 


554 


THE  SECRET  OP  IIEGEE. 


llcaltli.  Having  health,  Ave  should  be  happy  ; having 
health,  Ave  should  knoAV  Ave  Avere  in  the  right.  Then 
health  is  a something  knoAvn,  it  is  a taiigible  object ; 
there  arc  means  to  it,  it  can  be  Avorked  to.  Suppose 
Government  Avere  but  as  a Board  of  Health,  Avith  no 
object  but  the  health  of  the  Community — Avith  no  duty 
but  to  do  for  the  individual  in  that  direction  Avhat  the 
individual  could  not  do  for  himself!  Health  is  the 
outAvard  sign  of  Freedom  ; health  is  the  reahsation  of 
the  Univei-sal  Will.  Health  as  a practiciil  principle  is 
adequate  to  bring  into  a focus,  into  a single  point  of 
action,  all  the  great  interests  Avliich  Philosophy  de- 
monstrates in  the  constitution  of  humanity.  Man  is  a 
triple  thread  of  Cognition,  Emotion,  Volition  ; on  that 
triplicity  is  his  Avhole  Avorld  disposed  ; and  health  may 
be  set  at  once  as  sign  and  as  goal  of  the  harmonious 
operation  of  the  Avhole  system — as  sign  and  as  goal  of 
a realisation  of  life. 

Nor  are  Ave  Avithout  good  reason  for  supposing  that 
the  founders  of  Political  Economy  themselves  Avould 
noAV  agree  Avith  these  vieAA\s.  The  place  of  David 
Hume  as  regards  this  science,  and  the  relations  borne 
to  him  by  Colbert,  by  Quesnay,  and  by  Adam  Smith, 
have  been  already  suggested.  In  general,  Ave  may  say, 
indeed,  that  in  France  the  Illumiiiation  took  on  the 
form  rather  of  a mockery  of  the  contradictions  of 
Tradition,  and  that  it  Avas  Hume  Avho  really  constituted 
the  thought  of  that  movement — avIio  may  be  called  the 
High  Priest,  then,  not  only  of  the  Aufkliirung  as  a 
Avhole,  but  of  Political  Economy  specially.  This  is 
the  veritable  historical  position.  In  David  Hume, 
nevertheless,  Ave  find  none  of  those  one-sided,  and 
consequently  untrue,  extremes  to  Avhich  his  folloAvei's 
incline  : the  complete  Urtheil  Avhich  Ave  see  iioav  into 
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mere  self-identical  abstractions,  would  have  been  an 
anachronism  then.  That  Government,  for  example, 
should  only  be  an  affair  of  external  and  internal 
Police,  and  that,  for  the  rest,  everj'body  should  be 
exhorted  to  follow  his  own  self-interest, — of  this  we 
find  nothing  in  Hume.  Tlie  existent  dialectic  of  con- 
crete things  was  too  obvious  to  such  an  intellect  as 
his,  to  allow  him  to  remain  immovable  in  a single  side. 
• We  have  with  regard  to  taxes,  he  says  (Essay,  ‘ Of  Taxes,’ 
last  paragraph),  an  instance  of  what  frequently  happens  in 
political  institutions,  that  the  consequences  of  things  are 
diametrically  opposite  to  what  tve  sltould  earpect  on  the  first 
appearance.  It  is  regarded  as  a fundamental  maxim  of  the 
Turkish  Government,  that  the  Graiul  Signior,  though  abso- 
lute master  of  the  lives  and  fortunes  of  each  individual,  has 
no  authority  to  impose  a new  tax  ; and  every  Ottoman  prince 
who  has  made  such  an  attempt,  either  has  been  obliged  to 
retract,  or  has  found  the  fatal  effects  of  his  perseverance. 
One  would  imagine,  that  this  prejudice  or  establi.shed  opinion 
were  the  firmest  barrier  in  the  world  against  oppreasion ; yet 
it  is  certain,  that  its  effect  is  quite  contrai~y. 

The  same  open  sense  to  the  same  natural  dialectic 
is  seen  here  (Essay,  ‘ Of  the  Balance  of  Power’),  where 
he  is  remarking  on  the  irresistible  tendency  displayed, 
up  to  that  time,  by  England,  to  interfere  in  the  quarrels 
of  other  nations : 

These  excesses,  to  which  we  have  been  carried,  are  preju- 
dicial ; awl  may,  perlmps,  in  time,  become  still  more  preju- 
dicial another  way,  by  begetting,  as  is  usual,  the  opposite 
extreme,  and  rendering  us  totally  careless  awl  supine  with 
regard  to  the  fate  of  Europe.  The  Athenians,  from  the  most 
bustling,  intriguing,  warlike  people  of  Greece,  finding  their 
en'or  in  thrusting  themselves  into  every  quarrel,  abandoned 
all  attention  to  foreign  affairs ; and  in  no  contest  ever  took 
party  on  either  side,  except  by  their  flatteries  and  complaisance 
to  the  victor. 
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D(nibtless,  there  are  those  wlio  will  fmcl  that  thc'se 
words  have  already  come  true,  and  that  England  has 
already  entered  on  the  second  Athenian  phase.  Again, 
though  no  man  ever  saw  clearer  into  the  advantage- 
ous side  of  what  he  named  Luxurij,  yet,  when  claim- 
ing, y?rs//y,  to  that  extent,  he  admits,  '•secondly,  that 
wherever  luxury  ceases  to  be  innocent,  it  also  ceases  to 
1)0  beneficial ; and  when  carried  a degree  too  far,  is  a 
quality  pernicious,  though  perhajis  not  the  most  per- 
nicious, to  political  society.’  (Essay,  ‘ Of  Luxury.’) 

There  is  dialectic  here,  too  (Essay,  ‘Of  Commerce’): 

It  may  seem  an  odd  position,  that  the  poverty  of  tlie  com- 
mon people  in  France,  Italy,  and  Spain,  is,  in  some  measure, 
owing  to  the  superior  riches  of  the  soil  and  happiness  of  the 
climate ; and  yet  there  want  not  many  reasons  to  justify  this 
paradox.  ^ 

Similarly  illustrative  is  his  admission,  though  attri- 
buting the  power  of  modern  states  to  Commerce, 
that 

Sparta  was  certainly  more  powerful  than  any  state  now  in 
the  world,  consisting  of  an  equal  number  of  people : and  this 
was  otving  mtirely  to  the  u'ant  of  commerce  and  luxury.  . . . 
In  short,  no  probable  reason  can  lie  given  for  the  great  power 
of  the  more  ancient  States  above  the  modern,  but  their  want 
of  commerce  and  luxury.  (Etway,  ‘ Of  Commerce.’) 

The  extreme  openness  and  candour  of  Hume’s  na- 
ture is  seen  in  these  examples : it  is  only  his  disciples 
who  have  become  thin,  shallow,  stiff,  pompous,  and  at 
the  same  time  fierce,  bigoted  and  fimatic.  Think  of 
Mr.  Buckle’s  rationale  of  the  difference  between  Eng- 
land and  France,  and  compare  it  with  the  admission  of 
Hume  (Essay,  ‘ Of  Commerce’): 

Lord  Bacon,  accounting  for  the  great  advantages  obtaincKl 
by  the  English  in  their  wars  with  Friujce,  ascribes  them  chie% 
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to  the  superior  ease  and  plenty  of  the  common  people  amongst 
the  former;  yet  the  governments  of  the  two  kingdoms  were, 
at  that  time,  pretty  much  alike. 

Observe  his  attitude  here  : 

The  public  becomes  powerful  in  proportion  to  the  riches 
and  extensive  commerce  of  private  men. 

This  is  now  stereotyped  into  a fixed  and  immovable 
svxiom  of  Economical  Science,  and  this  is  really  the 
character  Hume  would  wish  to  demonstrate  for  it ; but 
he  is  led  by  his  full  nature  and  unjaundiced  eye  imme- 
diately to  add : 

This  maxim  is  true  in  general ; though  I cannot  forbear 
thinking,  that  it  may  possibly  admit  of  some  exceptions,  and 
that  we  often  establish  it  with  too  little  reserve  and  limita- 
tion. There  may  be  some  circumstances,  where  the  com- 
merce, and  riches,  and  luxury  of  individuals,  instead  of  adding 
strength  to  the  public,  will  serve  only  to  thin  its  armies, 
and  diminish  its  authority  among  the  neighbouring  nations. 
]\Ian  is  a very  variable  being,  and  susceptible  of  many  dif- 
ferent opinions,  principles,  and  rules  of  conduct.  What  may 
be  true  while  he  adheres  to  one  way  of  thinking,  will  be 
found  false  when  he  has  embraced  an  opposite  set  of 
manners  and  opinions. 

Now  this  has  become  true  in  these  veiy  days  as 
regards  his  own  doctrines.  Society  suffered  in  his 
time  from  prohibition  and  protection,  which 

Deprived  neighbouring  nations  of  that  free  communication 
and  exchange,  which  the  Author  of  the  world  h.as  intended, 
by  giving  them  soils,  clinmtes,  and  geniuses,  so  different  from 
each  other  (Essay,  ‘ Of  the  Balance  of  Trade’). 

That  is,  in  ultimate  abstraction,  society  suffered  then 
from  a certain  assertion  of  Self-Avill  against  the  Uni- 
versal Will.  It  was  to  do  gf>od  work,  then,  on  the 
part  of  Hume  to  point  out  this ; and  the  conse(]uence 
is,  that  we  live  now  in  an  entirely  opposite  system  of 
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arrangements.  But  the  opposition  is  too  complete,  and 
his  own  words  become  true  of  Ins  own  results.  Non- 
interference is  now  ‘ false  when  we  have  embraced  an 
opposite  set  of  manners  and  opinions.’  Hume’s  object 
was,  in  essential  meaning,  to  give  scope  to  universal 
will,  and  frustrate  self-will ; but  now,  in  an  opposite 
state  of  things,  we  find  that  it  is  precisely  self-will  that 
is  the  inconvenience,  and  we  shall  be  obliged  to  return 
to  interference,  though  in  a new  and  higher  light. 

It  seems  so  desirable  to  demonstrate  affinity  with  the 
thought  of  Hume,  that  a little  further  development  in 
this  connexion  may  prove  not  unwelcome. 

As  soon  as  men  quit  their  savage  state,  where  they  live 
chiefly  by  hunting  and  fisliiug,  they  must  fall  into  these  two 
classes  (husbandmen  and  manufacturers) ; though  the  arts  of 
agriculture  employ  at  first  the  most  numerous  part  of  the 
society.  Time  and  experience  improve  so  much  these  arts, 
that  the  land  may  easily  maintain  a much  greater  number  of 
men  than  those  who  are  immediately  employed  in  its  culti- 
vation, or  who  furnish  the  more  neces.sarj'  manufactures  to 
such  as  are  so  employed.  If  these  superfluous  hands  apply 
themselves  to  the  finer  arts,  which  are  commonly  denomi- 
nated the  arts  of  luxury,  they  add  to  the  happiness  of  the 
State,  since  they  afford  to  many  the  opportunity  of  receiv- 
ing enjoyments  with  which  they  would  otherwise  have  been 
unacquainted.  But  may  not  another  scheme  be  proposed 
for  the  emplo3'ment  of  these  superfluous  hands?  ^lay  not 
the  sovereign  lay  claim  to  them,  and  employ  them  in  fleets 
and  armies,  to  increase  the  dominions  of  the  State  abroad,  and 
spread  its  fame  over  distant  nations  ? It  is  certain,  that  the 
fewer  desires  and  wants  are  found  in  the  proi)rietors  and 
labourers  of  land,  the  fewer  hands  do  they  employ ; and 
consequently  the  superfluities  of  the  hand,  instead  of  main- 
taining tradesmen  and  manufiicturer.s,  maj'  support  fleets  and 
armies  to  a much  greater  extent  than  where  a great  many 
arts  ai'e  required  to  minister  to  the  luxury  of  particular  per 
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sons.  Here,  therefore,  seems  to  be  a kind  of  opposition 
betwixt  the  greatness  of  the  State  and  the  happiness  of  the 
subjects.  A State  is  never  greater  than  when  all  its  super- 
fluous hands  are  employed  in  the  service  of  the  public.  The 
ease  and  convenience  of  private  persons  require  that  these 
hands  should  be  employed  in  their  service.  The  one  can  never 
be  satisfied  but  at  the  expense  of  the  other.  As  the  ambition 
of  the  sovereign  must  entrench  on  the  luxury  of  individuals,  so 
the  luxury  of  individuals  must  diminish  the  force  and  check 
the  ambition  of  the  sovereign.  (Essay,  ‘ Of  Commerce.’) 

In  tlie  first  place,  there  suggests  itself  a lesson  in 
method  here.  What  we  see  at  once  in  this  passage  is 
— after  the  loose  manner  or  method  common  to  the 
period  and  continued  by  Mr.  Buckle,  but  which  is  so 
unlike  the  rigorous  deduction  of  the  Notion — Hume 
engaged  beating  up  ground  for  inferences  tlirough  con- 
jectural picturings  of  what  would  naturalhj  be  the  case 
in  such  and  such  circumstances.  It  is  easy  to  under- 
stand that  such  a method  must  be  at  the  mercy  of  sub- 
jective contingency,  and  can  insure  no  nece.ssary  result. 
We  as  subjects  have  as  much  right  as  Hume  as  a sub- 
ject to  set  on  our  own  conjectures  and  insist  on  our 
own  results.  By  way  of  example,  let  us  dream  over 
again  what  Hume  has  dreamed,  let  us  see  if  the  same 
natural  pictures  which  came  to  him  will  come  also  to 
us,  and  let  us  compare  the  conclusions.  Well — Men 
as  hunters  have  killed  all  their  game  ; they  must  live, 
they  take  to  agriculture.  Practising  agriculture,  they 
require  certain  manufactures  (tools,  clothes,  &c.).  At 
first  they  supply  these  themselves.  By-and-by  cerbiin 
individuals  are  found  exporter,  more  productive  at  this 
sort  of  industry  than  others.  The  latter  say  then  to 
the  former.  Do  the  same  thing  for  us — make  our  tools, 
our  clothes,  &c.,  and  we  shall  pay  you  out  of  our 
growths.  But  to  both  classes,  their  respective  indus- 
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tries  become  by  practice  easier,  ami  take  less  time,  or 
produce  more  abundantly  in  the  same  time.  A surplus 
is  the  result.  Every  individual  in  the  community  is 
well  off,  he  can  afford  to  give.  Accordingly  he  ex- 
changes his  surplus  freely — a variety  of  skills  having 
developed  itself,  meanwhile,  in  the  manufacturing  class, 
with  a consequent  variety  of  products — for  such  articles 
as  please  him,  and  lie  gradually  .surrounds  himself  with 
wealth.  The  variety  of  .skills  thus  encouraged,  sunders 
into  the  full  discretion  of  the  difference,  and  a civili.><ed 
community  blooms  before  us  in  full  activity.  But  now 
self-will  enters.  Indolence  and  incapacity  have  led  to 
inequalities,  which  indolence  and  incapacity  will  not 
brook,  however — which  they  will  balance  by  violence. 
Those  who  are  the  objects  of  this  violence  seek  defence. 
An  executive,  a government,  a power  that  can  control, 
rises  as  the  means  of  this  defence.  Now,  the  varieties 
in  the  fortunes  of  this  power,  as  it  presents  itself  in 
the  various  peoples,  constitute  History.  Suppose  this 
power  to  arise  late — suppose  the  workers  to  have 
enjoyed  a long  immunity  from  violence,  and  to  have 
reached,  each  of  them,  a considerable  amount  of  well- 
being— then,  probably,  the  resultant  state  will  be  an 
England  with  the  workers  and  the  executive  in  a 
healthy  equilibrium.  Ilume  supposes  Sparta,  Piome, 
&c.,  to  arise  from  this, — that  the  sovereign  took  the 
superfluous  hands  that  residted  from  the  surplus,  and 
made — to  the  j)revention  of  commerce — soldiei’s  of 
them.  But  suppose  we  go  on  our  own  way,  and  assume 
rather  the  controlling  power  to  have  arisen  earlii,  we 
think  it  more  natimd  to  see  a France  issue ; and,  in 
seeing  this,  perhaps,  at  the  same  time,  more  light  bursts 
on  us  as  regards  the  differences  between  England  and 
France,  which  Hume  cannot,  and  which  Mr.  Buckle 
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can,  attribute  to  diflerences  of  government  as  such,  tlian 
is  contained,  it  may  be,  in  the  very  pretentious  but  very 
unsritisfactory  hither  and  thither  of  sttitements  accorded 
us  at  so  rnucli  length  and  with  so  much  unction  by  tlie 
latter.  As  for  Sparta,  the  Ilclots  were  a conquered  tribe, 
and  their  conquerors  took  to  themselves  their  surplus  and 
lived  as  soldiei-s.  It  is  not  difficult  to  prefer  the  other 
application  of  this  surplus,  that,  namely,  to  the  encourage- 
ment of  arts  and  peaceful  activity,  and  it  is  plain  as  well 
that  an  early  seizing  of  an  agricidtural  surplus  might 
issue  in  a splendid  sUrte  with  miserable  inhabitants  ; but 
it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  Spartans  would  have 
been  less  powerful  had  they  ‘ given  employment  to  a 
great  variety  of  trades  and  manufactures,’  as  is  the  aver- 
ment of  Hume.  Sparta  wuis  certainly  great  without  com- 
merce, but  not  necessarily  for  that  reason,  liather,  it 
shoidd  bo  said,  Sparta  was  without  commerce,  for,  as 
yet,  such  organised  intercourse  between  nation  and 
nation  hardly  was : demand  and  supply  was  then  a 
dead  letter,  for  no  concrete  system  on  a sufficiently 
general  scale  was  yet  formed  to  make  it  a living  spirit. 
Had  such  system  existed,  however,  then  one  skilled 
Uelot — only  a single  worker  if  in  his  own  field — 
might  have  drawn  the  produce  of  two  agricultural 
workers  elsewhere,  &c.  Had  such  things  taken  place 
in  Sparta,  the  Ilelots  might  have  gradually  grown  into 
a power  in  the  state,  nor  would  this  state  have  been, 
necessarily,  le.ss  strong.  It  might  have  possessed  so 
many  skills,  for  the  products  of  which— on  the  suppo- 
sition of  a general  system  of  commerce  existing — men 
would  give,  that  it  would  have  been  difficidt  for  an 
enemy  to  exhaust  it.  Of  all  this  England  is  an  example 
as  opposed  to  France. 

Consideration  of  this  picture,  and  in  comparison 
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witli  similar  pictures  both  of  Hume  and  Buckle,  may 
suggest  some  profitable  inferences  as  regards  the  par- 
ticular method  involved,  and  whole  general  industry 
indeed.  But  we,  for  our  parts,  take  leave  to  use  the 
illustration  for  the  pui'posc  of  bringing  home  our  ge- 
neral argument.  We  would  point  out  that,  as  self-will 
invaded  the  community  with  violence  in  early  time-s, 
and  necessitated  an  organised  defence — a defence  ofti'u 
ba.sed  on  no  higher  motive  than  again  self-will — the 
interests  of  class  (feudalism,  &c.), — so  self-will  attacks 
the  community  now  with  fraud  (in  adulterations  and 
impositions  of  many  kinds),  and  neco-ssiUrtes  insight  on 
our  jiart  and  a new  defence.  Now,  I think  Hume, 
had  he  lived  at  present,  would  have  conceded  thi.s.  Uis 
great  intellect  would  have  .seen  that  his  own  words 
had  come  true,  that  the  Illumination  had  done  its 
work,  that  the  due  middle  was  being  overstepped  ; that, 
as  e.\tremes  meet,  precisel)'  that  was  making  its  appear- 
ance on  the  new  e.xtrcme,  which  he  had  striven  to 
cru.sh  on  the  old  ; — that,  in  short,  ‘ what  was  true 
while  we  adhered  to  one  way  of  thinking,  was  proving 
itself  false  now  that  we  had  embraced  an  opjmsite  sc;t 
of  manners  and  opinions.’  In  a word,  as  it  was  only 
self-will  that  he  combated  then,  he  would  have  had  no 
didicidty  in  deci<ling  that  it  was  now  all  the  more  his 
duty  to  combat  self-will  still. 

Thought,  in  fact,  has  infinitely  improved  since 
Hume,  through  Kant  and  Hegel,  and  in  con.'iequence 
of  Hume  ; and,  did  this  last  live  now,  he  would  be  able 
to  think  much  more  clearly,  much  more  consecutively, 
than  he  did  then.  'What  had  been  then  hazy  to  him 
would  be  now  distinct,  and  all  his  opinions  would  be 
found  to  have  undergone  imj)ortant  modifications.  If 
he  saw  then  that  there  was  a negative  side  to  com- 
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morce,  as  in  regard  to  tlie  possibility  of  an  excess  of 
luxury  and  of  a consequent  diminution  ‘ of  strength  to 
the  public,’  he  would  see  the  same  thing  now  much 
more  clearly.  If  he  saw  then,  as  in  the  case  of 
Sparta,  that  ancient  greatness  was  owing  to  the  want 
of  commerce,  he  would  undei’stand  now  better  the 
reason  of  that,  and  would  be  more  hkely  to  admit  that 
the  fall  of  tins  greiitness  derived  from  luxury  itself  in 
one  of  its  surges.  That  he  would  not  allow  then. 
Averring  that 

No  probable  reason  can  be  given  for  the  great  power  of  the 
more  ancient  states  above  the  modern,  but  their  want  of  com- 
merce and  luxury, 

He  still  asserts  that — 

It  would  bo  easy  to  prove,  that  writers  mistook  the  cause 
of  the  disorders  in  the  Eoman  state,  and  ascribed  to  luxury 
and  the  arts,  what  really  proceeded  from  an  ill-modelled 
government,  and  the  unlimited  extent  of  conquests : luxury  or 
refinement  on  pleasure  has  no  natural  tendency  to  beget 
venality  and  corruption,  nor  can  anything  restrain  or  regulate 
the  love  of  money  but  a sense  of  honour  and  virtue ; which, 
if  it  be  not  nearly  equal  at  all  times,  will  naturally  abound 
most  in  ages  of  hcxury  and  knowledge.  (‘  Of  Luxury.’) 

Still,  we  are  disposed  to  believe  that  Hume  would 
have  undei’stood  all  this  much  better  no%v.  He  would 
have  seen  more  clearly,  perhaps,  into  the  truth  of  his 
own  words,  that  what  is  good  thu,<^,  may  be  bad  so. 
Luxury  may  not  always  remain  ‘ innocent,’  and  cer- 
tainly it  wjis  not  ‘ innocent  ’ when  Rome  fell.  Let  it 
be  ea.sy  to  Hume  to  prove  what  he  may,  still  the  truth 
is  this,  that  self-will  had  come  into  the  state.  Rome  tis 
Rome  was  now  what  she  wished  to  be,  the  mistress  of 
the  world  ; the  passion  for  ascent  in  the  brea.sts  of  her 
children  could  no  longer  expend  itself  on  her ; this 
passion  still  worked,  nevertheless,  and  would  have  an 
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outlet ; SO  it  became  a battle  of  self-wills,  and  the  self- 
will  of  Cicero  or  Cato  is  no  less  visible  than  that  of 
Catiline  or  Crassus.  It  became  a battle  of  self-wills, 
till  the  realest  of  self-wills,  the  abstractest  self-will, 
the  self-will  xaT  Ca;sar’s  self-will,  that  which 

would  be  rather  first  in  a village  than  second  in  Home, 
a.sserted  and  made  itself  good.*  Then  there  icm  a 
place  instituted  for  the  rest  to  strive  to  ; for  to  it — in 
ultimate  analysis — even  the  most  distant  strove,  though 
through  an  intervening  interdependency  of  ])atron  and 
client : and  they  were  all  slaves ; the  em])ire,  the 
freedom  for  which  they  liad  battled,  proved  their  own 
enslavement. 

The  same  luxury  that  lias  made  our  welfare,  may,  in 
other  circumstances,  prove  our  bane,  just  as  it  is  the  same 
oxygen  that  both  makes  and  wastes  our  fire,  ourselves. 
Hume  will  have  it  that  honour  and  virtue  abound 
more  in  ages  of  luxury,  but  this  depends  on  the  age  of 
the  luxuiy.  There  doubtles-s  have  been — perhaps  there 
yet  are — materialists  both  virtuous  and  honourable  ; 
but  still  virtue  and  honour  are,  in  ultimate  instance, 
incompatible  with  materialism,  for  materialism  must 
end — in  a worship  of  the  senses.  Now,  so  it  was  in 
the  latter  end  of  Eome ; — all  religion  had  tied — sensuous 
gratification  was  alone  left — and  there  was  no  longer 
any  place  for  honour  and  virtue. 

The  truth  is,  tliat  commerce  is  both  a private  and 
a public  gain — like  everything  else,  when  in  measure  : 
it  is  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  when  it  is  out  of 
measure.  x\nd  it  is  out  of  measure  note  : it  knows  no 
longer  anything  of  the  universal  will,  it  has  abandoned 
itself  to  self-will,  and  it  now  visibly  corrupts  in  the 

• Even  to  this  day,  and  in  various  lands,  unlimited  self-will  names 
itself  still — Cicsar  I 
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midst  of  a boundless  fermentation.  Interference,  then, 
is  now  required,  if  we  would  not  see  the  State  de- 
stroyed. In  very  truth,  the  present  cry  of  Political 
Economy — consummate  wisdom  though  it  seem  to 
itself — of.  Hold  off,  hold  off,  leave  self-Avill  to  itself,  is 
sheer  dementia.  For  to  allege  that  the  self-will  it 
means,  is  self-wiU  controlled  by  virtue,  is  an  imbecility 
of  blindness  to  the  state  of  the  question  and  to  the 
fact  that  that  one  word  hands  the  whole  matter  over  to 
llcason  qua  Eeason — an  imbecility  of  blindness  to  this, 
that,  while  materialism  is  incompatible  with  virtue,  it 
is  materialism  which  dominates  now.  Mucli  reason, 
then,  have  we  to  set  up  the  pidnciple  of  Health,  and 
say,  surely  you  will  all  agree  to  that,  surely  you  would 
all  like  to  be  at  least  healthy. 

Wlule,  on  the  one  hand,  then,  we  have  reason  to 
believe  that  Hume  would  have  at  once  accepted  the 
distinction  between  universal  will  and  self-will,  even  as 
against  himself,  we  have  auxiliary  glimpses' into  the 
incompleteness  of  his  own  positions  as  they  then  stood. 
Imperfections  of  thought,  contradictions  of  thought, 
we  have  seen  as  regards  Sparta  and  as  regards  Rome, 
and  the  Ciise  is  not  much  better  with  such  an  allegation 
as  this,  that  ‘ a nation  may  lose  most  of  its  foreign 
trade,  and  yet  continue  a great  and  powerful  people.’ 
(‘  Of  Commerce.’)  The  may  is  a category  that  cer- 
tainly leaves  open  for  itself  a very  wide  door;  but 
surely  the  view  must,  on  the  whole,  have-  been  but 
liazy  that  could  give  rise  to  such  an  expression.  Sup- 
pose the  foreign  trade  had  introduced  a large  amount 
of  the  necessaries  of  life,  as  grain,  for  example  ? 
In  fine,  while,  in  all  probability,  Hume  would  have 
seen  it  right  to  fight  the  battle  of  universiil  will 
even  against  his  own  descendants,  we  sec  that  it  is 
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impossible  to  trii,st  tlic  loose  method  of  mi.scellaneoiis 
reasonmeiit  on  natural  conjecture,  as  practised,  ■with 
whatever  captivating  ingenuity,  bj^  himself,  or,  with 
whatever  anursing  breadth  of  make-believe,  by  ^Ir. 
Buckle;  we  certtiinly  stand  veiy  much  in  need  of  a 
method  of  the  notion,  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  tlie  He- 
gelian, or  some  other,  will,  in  the  end,  substantiate  itself. 

It  will  be  plain,  tlien,  that  it  is  not  hostility  to  the 
founders  of  Political  Economy  that  prompts  the  ])osi- 
tion  here.  On  the  contrarj',  Ilume  is  to  us  one  of  the 
ablest  intellects : if  not  preferable  to  Burns  bulk  for 
bulk,  so  to  speak,  he  is  still  in  a social  a.spect  the  most 
])orfcct  of  men,  and  probably  the  most  important 
literary  Scotchman  that  ever  lived.  His  comprehensive- 
nefoi,  to  use^Ir.  Buckle’s  favourite  categorj’ (which  with 
him  meant  ])relty  much  only  desultory  mi.scellaneons 
reading,  and,  in  the  first  instance,  only  his  own),  is  sujier- 
lative,  and  there  is  hardly  an  intellectual  movement 
now  in  e.xistence  of  which  he  was  not  the  vitiil  germ.* 
His  most  limited  side  is  that  of  literar)’  criticism  ; but 
that  was  the  very  -weakest  side  of  the  Aufkliirung 
generally  (see  Blair’s  Lectures,  passim  !),  and  it  is 
jileasing  to  jierceive  Hume,  if  boundle.ss  in  his  esti- 
mation of  Pope  (not  but  that  admiration  in  such  a 
ca-e  is  right,  and  very  right  too),  not  blinded  by  the 
same,  like  many  other  members  of  the  Illumination,  to 
the  merits  of  ^lilton.  It  is  a tic  of  the  Aufkliirung  to 
say  style,  and  style,  and  style,  with  very  little  regard 
to  the  matter  if  it  be  only  of  the  ordinary,  shallow, 
natural  reasonment ; but  Hume  must  have  meaning  as 
well  as  style,  he  must  have  information  from  what  ho 

* Ilepol  gires  to  Knot  the  glory  distinction  between  maiirrs  of  faH 
of  l)Cginning  the  categories:  this,  and  rrtiUimis  of  ulfos  is  just  the  an 
too,  is  Hume’s  in  his  seven  classes  nick,  the  in  itnif,  of  German  I’hilo- 
of  pliilo-sophicnl  relation  in  the  stipliy  in  general. 

Treatise  of  Human  Nature,  ns  his 


Digitized  by  Google 


CONCLUSION. 


307 


I’cads.  ‘ An  author,’  he  says,  ‘ is  little  to  be  valued 
who  tolls  us  nothing  but  what  we  can  learn  from  eveiy 
coffee-house  conversation ; ’ and  this  he  would  have 
said,  we  doubt  not,  independently  of  the  .stjde.  There 
are  those  who  say  still  of  literaiy  excellence,  really  so 
far  as  the  thoughts  arc  t:oncerned,  there  is  nothing 
new,  or  pecuhar,  or  great  in  it — it  all  comes  to  the 
style,  it  is  the  style  that  gives  the  value.  It  may  be 
well  to  intimate  again  that  a thing  is  valuable — and 
consequently  style  itself — only  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  thought  it  contiiins. 

Still  we  think  the  position  made  good,  that  the  dis- 
ciples of  Hume  and  Smith  have  pushed  the  doctrines 
of  their  masters  into  unwarrantable  abstractions,  one- 
sided, false,  dangerous, — and  utterly  irrational.  Ilume 
points  out  himself  the  advantage  of  equable  distri- 
bution, and  talks  of  the  dangei*s  of  monopolies.  Now 
the  great  tendency  at  present  is  to  these  latter.  All 
must  be  on  the  great  scale  nowadays — Farms,  Fac- 
tories, Contracts, — Speculations  of  all  kinds.  People 
are  no  longer  content  to  ply  a modest  and  moderate 
industry  with  just  sufficient  surplus  to  insure  the  wel- 
fare of  their  children  and  the  comfoi-t  of  their  own 
old  age.  That  was  possible  formerly,  when  men — apart 
from  their  immediate  occupation — still  interested  them- 
selves in  other  objects  of  intellect,  of  morality,  of 
religion.  But  now  all  is  changed — what  is  now  is  but 
a longing  and  a rush — we  have  no  time  to  wait — we 
must  enjoy  now — we  must  make  a fortune  at  a stroke, 
or  let  us  just  (]o  under.  Self-will  vies  with  self-will  for 
material  possession.  *^Iaterial  possession,  indeed,  is,  in 
sum,  the  single  category  now;  and  for  result  there  is 
this  boundless  welter,  where  no  individual  is  connected 
Avith  another,  where  many  f(dl  every  instant  out,  as 
through  ti'ap-doors  of  the  bridge  of  Miiv.a,  unheeded 
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and  uucarcd  for.  Nor  is  there  any  cure  for  this  but  in 
tlie  promulgation  of  true  principles — intellectual,  moral, 
and  rehgious — which  will,  perhaps,  lead  in  the  end  to 
a coalition  of  upper,  middle,  and  under-class  veritable 
manliood  against  the  spurious  middle-class  which  self- 
love  has  so  swiftly  generatetl  in  the  material  of  com- 
merce. Destruction  ought  to  be  seen  now  to  be  as 
absurd  as  Ohstruction,  and  Construction  the  only  duty. 
Did  but  true  Construct ives  form  themselves  there  in  the 
centre,  possessed  of  principles,  either  of  the  extremes, 
Destmctwe  or  Obstructive,  were  overmatched,  while 
any  coahtion  of  both  were  but  the  result  of  a blunder. 
The  veritable  Destructives  among  us  are  the  apostles 
of  self-love,  who  worship  the  American  constitution  of 
no  institution,  and  know  no  human  ability  to  admire 
but  that  which  by  succes.sful  commodity-riding  raises 
itself  into  the  spurious  middle-class,  the  miserable, 
never-satisfied,  self-love- goaded  members  of  which  vie, 
painfully,  vulgarly,  with  each  other,  ‘ in  tlie  fashion  of 
a ring  or  the  pattern  of  a shoe-buckle,’  in  the  cost  of 
their  ciirriages  or  the  prices  of  their  wines. 

But  if  we  can  bring  Hume  to  our  side,  we  think  it 
not  impossible  similarly  to  withdiaw  from  the  ranks  of 
the  enemy  even  Bacon  himself  No  one  Avill  deny 
that  Socrates,  Plato,  and  Aristotle  were  employed  on 
true  interests,  political,  moral,  scientific,  &c.  How 
about  their  descendants,  the  Schoolmen,  however? — 
Yes,  here  it  is  plain  that  Avhat  is  a rich  and  living 
concrete  with  masters,  can  become  a dead  and  empty 
abstract  with  pupils.  This  it  was  that  di.sgusted  Bacon 
and  turned  him  once  again  to  Fitct.  Nor  is  this  alone 
less  than  a sufficient  guarantee  for  the  originality,  or, 
as  we  prefer  to  name  it,  for  the.  genuineness  of  the 
faculty  of  Bacon ; which  genuineness  it  is,  that  in  all 
cases  makes  the  superior  man.  Bacon — for  the  rest. 
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porliaps,  a somewhat  weak  and  ostentatious  personality, 
infected,  on  the  wliole,  by  force  of  classical  example 
(see  Sidlust  in  his  openings),  with  the  specious  mouth- 
ing of  a thin  moralisation — said  here : all  these  logi- 
calities are  but  idle  abstractions, — they  do  nothing  ; — 
let  us  turn  to  Fact  instead,  and  then  we  shall  have 
something  that  is,  for  something  that  only  sounds. 
But  if  Bacon  turned  on  what  had  degenerated  from  a 
concrete  into  an  abstract  then,  we  have  a right  to 
claim  his  protest  against  a similar  abuse  now ; for 
that  it  really  is  a similar  abuse  which  in  these  days  we 
sulfer  at  the  hands  of  Political  Economy,  Ave  think 
certain.  Such  simple  suggestion,  however,  as  we  have 
seen  already,  must  on  this  head  at  present  suffice. 
Men,  indeed,  who  would  have  us  regulate  our  conduct 
by  such  void  abstractions  as  Demand  and  Supply, 
Capital  will  find  its  own  outlet.  Labour  its  own 
market.  Wages  their  own  level,  &c.,  are  really  as  idle 
as  the  seraphic  doctors  who  discussed  the  number  of 
angels  that  may  stand  on  the  point  of  a needle.  Did  any 
merchant  ever  make  sixpence  by  any  such  prescripts  ? 
Apart  from  the  cutting  asunder  of  the  ligatures  of  an 
obsolete  system  (Feudalism,  &c.),  and  apart  from  the 
seeming  convenience  of  hard,  unrelenting  self-interest 
(which  will  be  found  just  its  own  dialectic  in  the  end, 
however),  wdiat  merchant,  since  the  promulgation  of 
Political  Economy,  can  point  to  a gain  which  he  owes 
not  rather  to  his  own  individual  sagacity — that  saga- 
city, for  example,  that  found  cheap  markets  for  pur- 
chiose  and  dear  ones  for  sale,  and  that  lessened,  as  well, 
the  number  and  commissions  of  the  intervening  hands  ? 
Will  those  intenninable  platitudes  about  the  nature 
of  Credit  ever  enable  a merchant  to  know  more  than 
his  lirst  transaction  of  the  kind  teaches  him,  that 
a credit,  namel)',  is  but  a loan  for  a coiisidemtion ; or. 
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ill  fact,  does  any  merchant  ever  trouble  himself  to  read 
tlie  same 

Demand  and  Supply,  Capitid,  Wages,  Labour,  &c., 
all  tlie.se  are  concerns  of  human  Hcason,  and  can  be 
guided  by  human  Eeason  only  ; tliey  cannot  be  left  to 
the  mere  allegation  of  a law  that  e.xists  we  kiiow  not 
where — in  the  air,  perhajis  ? And  would  Political 
Economy  leave  them  to  aught  else?  It  is  really  worth 
looking  at  the  cheap  triumph  of  immaculate  wisdom 
which  Political  Economy  procures  itself  in  this  refer- 
ence, as  well  as  at  the  self-devotion  of  its  trust,  the 
awe,  the  prostration,  the  superstition  of  its  worship  of 
mere  abstractions,  mere  formalities  that — substantially 
— are  not.  At  present,  for  example,  obser\-e  with 

what  swelling  self-complacency  Political  Economy 
Avatches  the  rise  of  the  rate  of  discount  at  the  Bank 
of  England  in  steady  reply  to  the  increasing  ferment 
of  reckle.^s  speculation  ! It  is  in  the  presence,  it  thinks, 
of  infallible  law,  it  sees  Commerce — the  mighty  com- 
mercial system — correct  itself — and  this  Avithout  med- 
dlesome interference  ! It  remits  its  gas  for  a moment, 
indeed,  when  it  suddenly  sees  reckless  Banks  spring  to 
meet  this  reckless  speculation,  but  presently  recovers 
itself  on  rencAved  recognition  of  laAv.  Even  on  the 
idtimate  result  of  Avide-spread  ruin  and  misery,  it  still 
smiles,  as  on  the  legitimate  fruit  of  laAv  ! Yet  at  this 
moment,  Political  Economists,  if  not  Political  Economy, 
are  never  done  Avith  cries  to  England  to  interfere  for 
the  Danes  and  agaimst  the  Prussians ! Will,  then, 
the  AvidoAvs  and  oi’jdians  of  the  foreign  sin  l)e  Avoi-se 
ofl’  than  the  robbed  widoAvs  and  oi-phans  of  the  domestic 
sin ; and  is  English  Eeason  all-poAverful  for  a trouble 
without,  but  impotent  for  a trouble  within  ? If  Ave  are 
iwssively  to  lejAve  all  to  laAV, — laAv  Ave  don’t  knoAv 
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■where — law  in  the  air — law  which  is  just  as  a law  of 
nature, — why  make  au  exception  of  the  Danish  dilli- 
culty  ? That  too,  in  the  end,  will  settle  itself  on  law — 
the  law  of  the  strongest,  as  the  other  case  {reckless 
speculation,  tS:c.)  on  the  law  of  the  cunningest  and 
richest — a law  of  nature  veiy  tnily  each  ! 

But,  indeed,  this  levity  of  recoguition  and  acceptance 
of  law  is  wonderful.  Where,  after  all,  is  this  law  ? Is 
it  in  the  commodities  themselves?  Political  Economy 
SAvells  big  as  it  thinks  to  itself  of  its  laws  of  Produc- 
tion, its  la'ws  of  Exchange,  its  law's  of  Distribution  : 
but  ought  these  abstract  phrases  to  conceal  from 
Political  Economy  this,  that  neither  the  Distribution, 
nor  the  Exchange,  nor,  in  a true  sense,  even  the  Pro- 
duction, is  in  the  commodities  ? Distribution,  Ex- 
change, even  Production,  lies  only  in  Humanity  ; law's 
in  this  connexion  can  only  be  generaKsations  of  Hu- 
manity’s action ; and  the  action  of  Humanity  as 
Humanity  is  Reason.  The  true  laws  of  Political  Eco- 
nomy, then,  are  laws  of  Reason,  and  not  of  Nature. 
But  it  is  to  some  fiction  of  a blind  law  of  nature  that 
Political  Economy  has  in  reality  looked  superstitiously 
reverent.  It  seems  to  itself  hitherto  to  have  been  in 
presence  of  a vast  power  wdiich  w'as  supposed  to  be 
quite  beyond  and  above  all  assignments  and  prescripts 
of  any  mere  man.  Mr.  Buckle  very  naively  betrays 
an  instinctive  consciousness  of  the  true  state  of  the 
ca.se,  not  only  in  acknowledging  that  all  triumphs  of 
Politiail  Economy  hitherto  have  been  but  destructions 
of  an  old  (that  is,  that  Political  Economy  wins  for  its 
idle  abstractions  the  credit  of  the  industrial  progress 
due  simply  to  the  cutting  of  ligatures  which  w'ere  in 
place  elsew'here  and  at  another  time),  but  in  proposing 
mediate  betw'een  man  and  nature  through  the  laws  of 
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Political  Economy,  for  in  this  he  very  plainly  indicates 
what  he  felt,  that,  somehow  or  other,  there  was  an 
eflbrt  on  the  part  of  Political  Economy  to  reduce 
human  interests  to  laws  of  Nature.  Nor  could  it  be 
otherwise,  and  the  whole  thing  is  a very  simple  matter: 
for  Self-will  is  a law  of  Nature,  a law  of  the  flesh ; it 
is  universid  will  that  is  the  law  of  Eeason.  The  light 
here  ought  to  be  absolutely  convincing,  for  to  attempt 
to  subject  Eeason  to  Nature — brute  Nature  wdth  its  brute 
Necessity  and  no  less  its  brute  Contingency — is  simply 
the  contradiction  of  contradictions,  is  simply  prepos- 
terousness proper ; for  we  are  human  just  by  this,  that 
we  supersede  Nature,  and  that  we  conduct  its  Contin- 
gency into  the  Necessity  of  Eeason. 

Ptditical  Economy  in  this  as[>ect,  then,  is  but  de-hu- 
manisation, and  an  abdication  of  Eeason — the  grossest 
delusion,  perhaps,  that  this  world  has  ever  yet  seen. 
Nor  will  it  be  possible  for  anyone  to  realise  by-and-by 
the  power  possessed  by  be-frilled  and  bc-rufUed  Poli- 
tical Economy  at  present,  of  sneering  its  opponent  into 
the  cold  shade  of  ignorance,  to  be  there,  indeed,  abso- 
lutely ignored.  But  I confess  I cannot  well  see  how 
Political  Economy  can  escape  the  correction  that  lies 
for  it  in  the  simple  distinction  between  universal  will 
and  self-will : a concrete  practicality,  action,  must 
correct  its  abstract  impracticality,  its  mere  pedantic 
hjnavia.  The  only  defence  I can  conceive  for  Political 
Economy  here  is,  that  it  should  say,  self-will  opposed 
to  self-will  neutralises  self-will,  and  there  is  a universal 
human  result  obtained  tliiis  by  the  action  of  natural 
law  without  the  dangerous  and  uncertain  influence  of 
legislative  interference.  But  here,  again.  Political 
Eajuomy  simjdy  deludes  itself  by  the  abstractness  of  its 
own  phrase.  Self-will  opposing  self-will  is  but  a state  of 
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nature  : and  Political  Economy  has  but  to  look  around 
to  see  that,  in  the  atomism  its  own  call  to  self-will  has 
produced,  it  has  already  carried  us  far  on  the  road 
thither.  Nature — brute  self-will — this  is  the  beginning 
of  history,  and  this  Politiwd  Economy  would  make  the 
end  also.  We  are  so  far  on  our  way,  indeed,  that  we 
have  actually  reached  the  Gorilla  and  the  Sensation 
Novel.  Consider  what  important  witnesses  both  arc 
to  the  truth  of  the  general  position  maintained  here. 
Wliat  can  be  the  nature  of  a population  where  tlie 
one  is  accc{)table  and  tlie  other  necessary  ? ‘ Goats 

and  Monkeys ! ’ 

The  truth,  nevertheless,  is,  that  we  must  live  in 
.system  : the  individual  belongs  not  to  himself,  but  to 
the  community.  No  Eichard  Arkwriglit  can  jump 
into  the  air — into  isolation — and  say,  I am  my  own, 
and  what  I have  is  my  own.  Neither  he,  nor  what  he 
has,  are  opaque  independent  units,  quite  indifferent 
there  in  the  middle  of  the  current : they  really  con- 
stitute portion  of  its  transparency  and  How  with  it. 
The  Arkwriglits  of  the  day,  however,  are  so  far  from 
seeing  this,  that  they  woidd  absurdly  isolate  each  the 
whole  foison  of  the  universal  into  the  punctuality  of 
ids  single  Ego, — a feat  which,  were  it  accomplished, 
would  otil^’  j)rove  its  own  dialectic — absolute  want. 

We  are  to  understand,  then,  that  a nationah  steward- 
ship would  create  a garden  of  reason  and  reasonable 
work ; whereas  Political  Economj',  as  it  is  plied  now, 
can  end  in  absolutely  nothing  else  than  a wilderness  of 
self-will  and  animal  rapine ; that  the  one  is  concrete, 
whereas  the  other  is  abstract,  and  that  it  is  for  this 
rciuson  we  claim  the  countenance  of  Bacon.  For 
Bacon’s  single  constitutive  virtue  was  to  oppose  the 
concrete  to  the  abstract ; from  the  mere  formal  self- 
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identity  of  thought,  from  merely  formal  Logic,  he 
sought  to  divert  the  attention  of  mankind  to  interest.s 
actual,  real,  and  substantial.  True  it  is  that  Bacon  is 
usually  reckoned  on  the  other  side  from  that  main- 
tained here,  and  that  to  his  authority  is  ascribed  the 
present  merely  sensuous  ransiicking  of  Nature  in  tlie 
pui-suit  of  a merely  sensuous  commodity.  But  this 
position  is  itself  no  concrete — this  position  is  itself  an 
abstract ; if  what  Bacon  opposed  was  the  abstract 
Universal,  this  is  but  the  abstract  Particular,  mere 
Sense.  What  Bacon  pointed  to  was  not  exactly  tliis, 
however,  but,  as  union  of  nature  and  thinking  inquest, 
ratlier  the  concrete  Singular,  tliougli,  it  must  be  said, 
perliaps  one-sidedly,  as  only  out.  We  see  here,  then, 
that  if  the  descendants  of  Ilume  have  come  to  occupy 
an  aBstract  and  untenable  extreme,  it  is  not  diirerent 
with  those  of  Bacon.  If  Sense  alone  and  Thought 
alone  oppose  each  other,  the  concrete  Singular  is  lost 
to  both,  which  are  now  but  mutually  the  abstract  Par- 
ticular and  the  abstract  Universal.  Bacon’s  OAvn 
ne.s.s,  however,  led  to  this ; for  if  we  are  to  see  only 
an  external  magazine  to  exploiter,  there  is  no  ascent 
over  materijd  commodity,  and  end  there  can  be  none 
but  materialism  and  self-will.  Hence  the  need  of 
Hegel,  who,  to  Bai;on’s  out,  adds  his  own  necessary  in. 
It  was  siiid,  some  time  ago,  that  thei'c  was  no  such 
great  difference,  after  all,  between  Hegel  and  Locke — 
that  if  the  latter  derived  Notions  from  Sensations,  the 
former  derived  those  from  these.  This  is  not  strictl}- 
true ; this  were  to  assign  to  Ilegel  the  position  of 
abstract  or  formal  Idealism,  Avhile  that  which  he 
])lainly  arrogates  to  himself  is  manifestly  a concrete, 
of  which  both  Ecali.sm  and  Idealism  arc  indifferently 
])redicable.  Hegel’s  Notions,  in  fact,  are  not  divorced 
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from  Sensations,  but  arc  Uie  skeleton  of  Necessity  in 
tlie  Contingency  of  the  latter ; and  thus  the  addition  of 
the  third  moment  completes  a concrete  in  this  element. 
So,  then,  is  Hegel’s  necessary  in  constituted ; and  there 
results,  in  place  of  Bacon’s  man  and  nature,  the  single 
Geist,  the  one  Spirit,  the  true  concrete  Singular  which 
alone  is — which  takes  up  Nature  into  unity  and  mean- 
ing— possible  only  through  both.  There  are  both.  The 
Idea  is  the  Prius.  What  it  becomes  it  is.  It  already 
is  a completion  of  its  own  necessity. — 

Ejich  of  these  points  of  view  wdll  have  thrown  its 
owm  light,  then,  on  the  general  allegation,  that  what 
constitutes  the  Matter  of  Hegel,  constitutes  also  the  cor- 
rection and  the  complement  of  the  Aufklarung.  Hegel 
Avould  restore  to  us — and  in  the  light  of  thought — 
the  concrete  Substance  which  the  light  of  thought 
c-arried  oil'.  Hegel  would  procure  for  us  a scientific 
answ'er  at  length  to  those  our  questions,  which  are 
strictly  and  properly  ours,  which  are  strictly  and  pro- 
perly human : Is  there  Free  Will,  Immortality,  God  ? 
For  we  must  presume  to  differ  from  Lord  ilacaulay 
here.  ‘ It  is  a mistake,’  this  distinguished  Aufgekliirter 
avers,  ‘ to  imagine  that  subtle  speculations  touching 
the  divine  attributes,  the  origin  of  evil,  the  necessity 
of  human  actions,  the  foundation  of  moral  obligation, 
imply  any  high  degree  of  intellectual  culture : such 
speculations,  on  the  contrary,  are,  in  a peculiar  manner, 
the  delight  of  intelligent  children  and  of  half-civilised 
men.’  We  disagree  with  this,  and  would  adduce  against 
Lord  ilacaulay  his  owm  master,  David  Hume,  who 
(‘  Of  Luxury’)  affirms  : ‘We  cannot  reasonably  expect 
that  a piece  of  wmollen  cloth  wdll  be  wrought  to  per- 
fection in  a nation  which  is  ignorant  of  Astronomy,  or 
where  Ethics  are  ne<jlected.’  And  this  is  the  truth,  and 
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demonstrates  tlie  immeasurable  .superiority  of  Ilume  to 
Macaulay  so  fim  as  thought  is  coucerued.  You  caimot 
withdraw  one  element  of  the  concrete  without  derang- 
ing and  disturbing  all.  The  fineness  of  an  ode,  of 
an  epigram,  is  an  element  in  the  delicacy  of  a tissue, 
even  in  the  edge  of  a razor.  The  poet  enters  the 
drawing-room  no  less  honoured  a guest  than  the  inventor 
or  the  warrior,  for  he  is  known — though  not  consciously 
perhaps — to  contribute  to  the  common  stock  as  sub- 
stantially as  either.  Nor  is  the  philosopher  behind  the 
poet.  The  philosopher  is,  indeed,  the  central  fight 
and  heat  of  humanity;  and  this — by  his  answers  to 
those  very  questions  which  Macaulay,  the  too  preci- 
pitate pupil  of  Hume,  consigns  to  children  and  half- 
civilised  men.  All  men  hang  together  to  constitute 
humanity,  and  the  Whole  would  perish  were  a single 
fink  to  fail,  for  each  is  as  a centre  of  the  relations  of  the 
all.  The  interests  represented  by  these  questions,  then, 
can  simply  not  be  omitted.  As  well  might  you  hope 
that  man,  disencumbered  of  his  brain,  would  remain 
man,  if  living  by  his  stomach  alone.  These  interests, 
in  fact,  stand  to  the  universe  in  no  less  a relation  than 
the  brain  to  man,  and  their  suppression,  like  its  suj)- 
pression,  would  reduce  the  universe,  as  it  were,  to  a 
sort  of  stomach.  These  intere.sts  constitute  what  is 
es-sential  to  humanity  as  humanity.  To  convince  our- 
selves of  this,  we  have  but  to  recall  the  passage  already 
quoted  from  the  Judgmeut-Kritik,  where  Kant  points 
out  that  tlie  exi.stence  of  the  world  would  have  no 
worth  if  it  consisted,  firstly,  of  inanimate  beings ; or, 
secondly,  of  animate  beings  without  reason  ; or,  thirdly, 
of  animate  beings  with  reason,  but  a reason  adequate 
t.)iily  to  considerations  of  bodilj'  expediency.  Guided 
by  this  passage,  we  shall  have  no  difficulty  in  discerning 
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tliiit  man,  deprived  of  any  interest  in  tlie  questions  con- 
cerned, would  at  -once  sink  into  no  higher  a place  than 
that  of  a human  beaver,  who  knew  only  and  valued 
only  what  contributed  to  his  merely  animal  commodity. 
Elsewhere  Macaulay’s  words  .show  that  he  places  quite 
under  the  same  cjxtegory  the  question  of  the  immor- 
tality, and  almost  of  the  main  mystery  of  religion  in 
general.  ‘ The  immortality  of  the  soul,’  he  says,  ‘ is  as 
indemonstrable  now  as  ever ; ’ and,  ‘ as  regards  natural 
religion,  we  are  no  better  off  now  than  Thales  or  Simon- 
ides.’ It  is  not  unfair,  on  the  whole,  then,  to  infer  that 
Macaulay  said  generally  to  himself  on  these  points.  These 
are  things  which  we  never  can  settle,  and  of  which  it  is 
useless  to  speak — allons ! — and,  as  Voltaire  concludes, 
and  Candide  concludes,  ‘ cultivons  notre  jardin ! ’ 
That  i.s,  turning  the  back  on  all  else,  let  us  cultivate 
our  garden  of  material  commodity ; for  with  the  suj> 
pression  of  these  questions  and  these  interests,  all  would 
come  to  material  commodity. 

What  is  peculiarly  human  is  not  to  live  in  towns, 
with  soldiers  and  police,  &c.,  safely  to  masticate  our 
victuals ; what  is  peculiarly  human  is  to  perceive  the 
Apparition  of  the  Universe  ; what  is  peculiarly  human 
is  to  interrogate  this  apparition — is  to  ask  in  its  regard — 
what  ? — Avhcnce?  — why  ? — whither  ? It  may  suit 
Macaulay  and  the  Illumination  to  say.  It  is  absolutely 
useless  to  put  these  questions,  you  never  can  get  an 
answer ; do  not  trouble  yourself  with  them,  turn  your 
back  on  what  you  call  the  apparition  and  look  to  the 
earth — ‘ an  acre  in  Middlesex  is  better  than  a princi- 
pality in  Utopia  ’ — all  your  Platos  and  your  Socrates 
but  ‘ fdl  the  world  with  long  words  and  long  beards’ — 
kike  to  Bacon  and  be  content  with  the  ‘ fruit : ’ but, — 
apart  from  the  valuelessness  of  such  fruit,  if  alone,  if 
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all, — had  there  been  no  such  questions,  there  could 
never  have  been  this  fruit  itself,  ‘ not  even  woollen 
cloth,’ — in  a word,  had  there  been  no  such  questions, 
there  could  never  have  been  this  formed  world,  this 
s5^stem  of  civilised  hfe,  this  deposit  of  an  objective 
reason.  On  no  less  a stipulation  than  eternal  life  will 
a man  consent  to  live  at  all : so  it  is  that  jdulosophy 
and  morality  and  religion  are  his  \utal  air,  without 
wliich  his  own  resultant  madness  would  presently  dissi- 
pate him  into  vacancy. 

No  perception  wiis  ever  clearer  to  man  than  this 
was  to  Hegel : his  one  work,  in  whatever  number  of 
volumes,  is  but  an  answer  to  what  we  may  call — the 
questmis.  After  Kant,  the  freedom  of  the  will  had 
little  difliculty ; for  that  is  free  which  is  amenable  only 
to  itself,  and  this  is  Eeason.  Eeasou  is  its  own  neces- 
sity, and  in  its  own  necessity  is  its  own  freedom,  for  in 
obedience  there  it  but  obeys  itself.  The  universal  will 
is  free,  then,  and  in  the  universal  will  man  is  free  ; for 
his  true  will  is  the  essential  and  universal  will,  while 
liis  self-will  is  but  enslavement  Man,  then,  as  was  a 
perception  of  one’s  early  student  daj^s,  is  free  becau-se 
he  obeys  motives ; for  what  obeys  motives  obeys  itself, 
and  is  not  subject  to  the  compulsion  of  another.  Kant 
is  particularly  beautiful  on  this  question — particularly 
beautiful  in  the  illustrations  he  adduces  in  proof  that 
men  value  a man,  that  a man  values  himself,  just  in 
proportion  to  the  sacrifice  ho  makes  of  self-will  for 
univemal  Eeason. 

As  for  the  Immortality  of  the  Soul,  that  lies  secure 
in  the  Notion.  The  notion  is  the  vital  heart  of  all, 
and  for  the  notion  self-consciousness  is  but  another 
name.  The  subject  and  the  concrete  notion  are  iden- 
tical, and  they  have  not  in  them  the  character  of  the 
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finite,  blit  of  the  infinite.  The  system  of  Hegel,  from 
stage  to  stage,  is  full  of  utterances  on  this  head,  and  he 
who  can  read  there  has  no  room  to  doubt.  Abstract 
absorption  into  the  universal  is  not  Hegel’s  doctrine, 
and  need  be  a fear  to  no  one.  ‘ Tlie  One  is  Manj%  and 
the  Many  One.’  A system  of  horizons  under  one 
horizon,  as  Kant  figures  it — this  is  the  true  Monado- 
logy.  God  is  no  abstraction,  but  a Spirit  in  his  own 
concrete  differences,  of  which  every  finite  spirit  is  one. 
That  each  is,  is  to  each  the  guarantee  of  liis  own  neces- 
sity both  here  and  hereafter  : that  he  should  be  then, 
is  not  more  incredible  or  absurd  than  that  he  is  note. 
At  death,  the  external  other  of  nature  fixlls  from  us,  ive 
are  born  wholly  into  spirit — spirit  concrete,  for  it  has 
taken  up  into  itself  nature  and  its  ow'u  natural  life. 
Nature  is  to  Hegel  much  as  a late  extract  showed  it 
was  to  Kant.  It  is  but  the  phenomenon  of  the  nou- 
menon — it  is  but  the  action  of  what  is,  and  passes, 
while  the  latter  Ls  and  remains.  Time  and  space  and 
all  que.stions  tliat  concern  them  reach  only  to  the 
phenomenon,  they  have  no  place  in  the  noumenon. 

There  is  but  one  life,  and  we  live  it  with,  as  the 

Germans  say.  That  life  we  live  now,  though  in  the 
veil  of  the  phenomenon.  There  is  but  an  eternal  now, 
there  are  properly  no  two  places  and  no  two  times  in 
the  life  of  the  Spirit,  whose  we  are,  and  which  w^e  are, 
in  that  it  is  all.  So  it  is  that  Hegel  is  wholly  sincere 
and  xvithout  affectation,  when  he  talks  of  it  being  in 
effect  indifferent  to  him,  how  and  whether  he  be  in  this 
finite  life.  He  is  anchored  safe  in  thought,  in  the 
notion,  and  cares  not  for  what  vicissitude  of  the 

phenomenal  may  open  on  him.  Hegel,  then,  not 

Fichte,  is  the  rock,  which  Mr.  Carlyle,  in  reference  to 
the  latter,  feigns:  rock  in  his  spirit,  that  is, -in  his  fiiith 
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and  in  his  hope,  which  faith  and  wliicli  hope  spring 
alike  from  knowledge,  if,  in  his  finite  life,  wraths,  and 
indignations,  even  fears  and  apprehensions,  were  per- 
haps known  to  him,  just  as  they  are  to  us.  Flesh  is 
weak,  and,  while  in  the  phenomenon,  consciousness  is 
but  the  mirror  of  its  vicissitude,  and  never  blank. 

Then  God — there  is  for  Hegel  nothing  but  God  ; 
and  this  God  is  a personal  God,  and  no  mere  Pantheistic 
Substance  that  just  passively  undergoes  a mutation  of 
necessity.  Hegel,  however,  looks  on  the  ordinary  etre 
supreme  of  infidelity  as  but  a name,  an  empty  abstrac- 
tion, and  he  has  attemj)ted  to  construe  Go<l  out  of  his 
universe  into  the  one  absolute  spirit  which  he  is.  We 
say  construe,  not  construct — Hegel  as  httle  constructs 
God  as  he  constructs  God’s  universe.  The  system  of 
Hegel  is  but  the  process  of  this  construing,  in  which 
all  finite  categories  show  their  untruth  and  their  fini- 
tude,  and  pass  into  their  truth  and  their  infinitude,  the 
Absolute  Spirit.  As  abstractions,  for  example,  there 
are  both  Seyn  and  Daseyn ; but  the  true  concrete 
singidar  is  the  Fursichseyn  into  which  they  both 
collapse.  Neither  Quality  is,  nor  Quantity  is — truly, 
or  as  such  ; what  truly  and  as  such  is,  is  Measure. 
Both  Ground  and  Appearance  are  the  formal  ■abstract 
moments  of  the  concrete  singular,  the  Actual,  which 
alone  is.  Substance  and  Causality  collapse  into  Recipro- 
city ; Notion  and  Judyment  into  the  Syllogism  ; Life 
and  Cognition  into  the  Absolute  Idea,  c^c.  &c.  Being 
and  Essence  are  but  correlative  abstractions  that  find 
their  truth  in  the  Notion ; nay.  Logic  and  Nature  are 
only  the  abstract  moments,  the  abstract  universal  and 
the  abstract  particular  of  the  Absolute  Spirit,  which  is 
the  final  concrete  singular,  the  ultimate  unity,  the  living 
One,  which  alone  is.  Here  all  finite  categories  collapse 
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and  disappear,  wliile  lliose  whicli  are  infinite  are  but 
names  of  the  one  on  lower  stages.  Tlie  pulse,  never- 
theless, the  ultimate  vital  throb,  is  the  Notion. 

So  little  does  this  scheme  seem  to  Hegel  to  contra- 
dict Christianity,  that  it  is  just  on  this  scheme  that  he 
is  able  to  perceive  that  Christianity  is,  must  be,  and 
can  only  be,  the  Revealed  Religion.  It  is  here  that 
Hegel  is,  perhaps,  at  his  greatest,  at  his  truest,  at  the 
greatest  and  truest  of  thought  itself.  Christianity  is, 
in  his  hands,  rescued  not  less  from  the  contingency  and 
externahty  of  mere  History,  than  from  the  contradic- 
tions and  discrepancies  of  the  more  separating,  and,  so 
to  speak,  self-identifying  understanding  * — rescued  from 
the  vulgarity  of  material  sensation,  and  restored  to  a 
spiritual  reality  which  is,  in  very  truth,  one  and  iden- 
tical with  the  absolute  inner  of  the  living  soid.  To 
him  who  understands  the  full  force  of  the  Hegelian 
terms,  there  is  no  profane  reading  whatever  more 
ennobling,  consoling,  peace-giving,  than  that  which 
Hegel  offei's  us  here.  Crass  facts,  which  were  opacities 
and  obstructions,  melt  and  flow  at  his  touch,  and  are 
token  up  into  us — sustenance,  as  it  wore,  into  the  souls 
of  men  before  whom  there  seems  to  open  at  length 
the  kingdom  of  grace.  It  is  not  with  the  mere  abstrac- 
tions and  distinctions  of  thought  that  Hegel  deals  here, 
but  with  the  concrete  element  of  religion  itself,  which 
is  as  truly  human,  which  is  as  much  ours  and  indis- 
pcn.sable,  as  our  very  senses.  If  the  instrument  be 
thought,  thought  as  clear  and  consecutive  as  that  of 
the  soberest  Aristotle,  the  result  is  feeling — feeling  as 

• T\\e  self-ulentifyimj  mW<m,  al-  is  submitted  to  it,  into  independent, 
luded  to  bore,  must  be  suppo.sed  to  self-identical  selves  : in  a wide  sense, 
fall  on  the  ohjeets  as  well  ns  the  sttb-  its  function  is  thus  simply  to  self-, 
jeet : I'uderstandinjr  proper  sepa-  iJeiUi/t/, 
rates  not  only  itself,  but  whatever 
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substantial,  palpable,  real,  as  ever  gave  beatitude  to 
the  intenscst  of  Saints. 

It  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  which  constitutes  to 
Ilcgel  the  central  and  vital  principle  of  Christianity. 
Ag!iin  and  again  he  may  be  found  animadverting  on 
the  gratuitous  astonishment  of  Understanding  at  the 
identifying  of  such  differences  as  one  and  three.  We 
saw  a very  prominent  instance  of  this  in  Eemark  2 
of  the  second  chapter  of  Qnantitii.  Similarly,  towards 
the  beginning  of  Maass  in  the  complete  Logic,  Hegel 
will  be  found  expressing  interest  in  the  trace  of  a 
trinity  even  in  the  ‘ enormous  Phantasteiy  ’ of  Indian 
superstition, — ‘ like  a nmrferating  thread  in  what  is 
im/norferate.’  The  passage  continues : — 

Though  this  Indian  Threeness  has  misled  to  a comparison 
with  the  Christian  Trinity,  and  though  indeed  a common 
clement  of  the  movement  of  the  notion  is  to  be  acknow- 
ledged in  them,  we  must  still,  however,  attain  a preciser  con- 
8ciousne,ss  in  regard  to  the  essential  difference  between  them 
which  is  not  only  infinite,  but  the  veritable  infinite  just  is 
th  is  difference. 

So  much  in  earnest  is  Hegel  with  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity,  that  he  finds  Chiistian  wTiters  of  the  most 
undoubted  orthodoxy  strangely  liikewaim  in  its  regard. 
Tholuk,  for  example,  he  ccnsui'es  most  imsjiaringly, 
because  he  terms  ‘ this  doctrine  a scholastic  doctrine, 
and  regards  it  merely  on  the  external  side  of  an  assumed 
ouly  historical  origin  from  speculation  on  scriptural 
texts  under  the  influence  of  the  Philosophy  of  Plato 
and  Aristotle  ; ’ because  he  asserts  also  that  ‘ the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity  is  not  in  any  way  a fundament  on 
which  faith  can  be  founded.’  Hegel  comjilains  also 
that  ‘ he  conducts  his  reader  only  to  the  Passion  and 
Death  of  Christ,  but  not  to  his  Eesurrectiim  and 
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Ascon-sion  to  the  right  hand  of  the  Father,  nor  yet 
to  the  Pouring  out  of  the  Holy  Gliost ; and  intimates 
that,  in  this  -way,  tlie  doctrine  of  Eedeinption  cannot 
have  more  tlian  a moral,  or  even  a heathen,  that  it 
cannot  have  a Cliri.stian,  sense.  Perceiving  the  taint 
of  Illunii  nation  and  mere  morality  in  religionists 
represented  by  such  men  as  Tholuk,  Ilcgel  avers 
further  : — 

Through  such  finite  mode  of  viewng  the  Divine — that 
which  is  in  and  for  itself,  and  through  this  finite  thinking  of 
the  Absolute  Intent,  it  has  happened  that  the  fundamental 
tenets  of  CbrLstianitj'  have  in  great  part  disappeared  from  the 
formulary.  Not  only  is  Philosophy— rather  Philosophy  sig- 
nally is — now  essentially  orthodox;  the  tenets  which  have 
been  always  held  to  be  the  ground-verities  of  Chri.stianity, 
are  maintained  and  pre.servcd  by  it.  [To  Hegel,  indeed,  it  is 
not  a care]  to  prove  that  the  Dogma,  this  still  mystery,  is  the 
eternal  truth  ; for  this  is  what  goes  on  in  the  entire  of  Phi- 
losophy. 

In  truth,  no  one  can  doubt  the  depth  and  fen’cncy 
of  the  religious  sense  of  Hegel,  who  will  take  the 
trouble  to  read  his  pertinent  deliverances.  They  have 
the  breadth  of  feeling  in  them  of  a George  Fox  or  a 
Bunyan,  yet  do  they  rigorously  issue  from  the  notion, 
and  rigorously  dispose  themselves  according  to  its 
moments, — and  this  is  no  unimportant  testimony  to 
the  truth  of  the  piinciple.  The  peculiarly  deep, 
living,  and  meaning  way  in  which  all  the  great  doc- 
trines of  our  religion — Good  and  Evil,  Original  Sin, 
&c. — are  reahsed  in  the  new  element,  is  especially 
striking.  We  shall  dwell  on  a few  extracts  by  way  of 
illustration : — 

The  cultus  is  to  give  oneself  this  supreme,  absolute  satis- 
faction (Genuss) — there  is  feeling  in  it — I am  there  present 
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with  my  particular  personality  : it  is  thus  the  assurance  of 
the  absolute  Spirit  in  his  people,  it  is  their  knowledge  of 
their  essential  being ; this  is  substantial  unity  of  the  spirit 
with  itself.  It  is  a twofold  act — God’s  grace,  and  man’s 
sacrifice.  The  latter  has  reference  essentially  to  the  inner ; 
it  is  the  sacrifice  of  natural  will,  the  will  of  the  flesh,  a.s 
comes  more  to  the  surface  in  Eepeutance,  Purification,  &c. 
God  is  the  creator  of  the  w’orld ; it  belongs  to  his  Being,  his 
Essence,  to  be  creator ; so  far  as  he  is  not  this,  he  is  imper- 
fectly understood.  But  a secret,  a mystery  in  the  usual 
sense,  is  God’s  nature  not,  least  of  all  in  the  Christian 
religion ; there  God  gave  himself  to  be  known,  showed  what 
he  is,  there  is  he  revealed ; but  it  is  a mystery  for  sensuous 
perception,  conception,  for  the  sensTious  mode  of  view  and 
for  understanding  as  such.  In  the  Idea,  the  Differences 
present  themselves  not  as  self-excludent,  but  so  that  they 
only  are  in  this  self-conclusion  (shutting-together)  of  the  one 
with  the  other:  that  is  the  true  supernatural,  not  the  usual 
supernatural,  that  is  to  be  conceived  as  up  there ; for  that  Ls 
just  so  something  sensuous  and  natural,  that  is  to  say,  what 
is  an  asunder  and  indifferent.  The  self-identical  substance 
is  this  Unity,  which  as  such  is  fumlamen  and  principium, 
but  as  subjectivity  it  is  that  which  acts,  which  produces. 
Religion  is  divine  wisdom,  man's  knowing  of  God  and  know- 
ing of  himself  in  God  ; this  is  the  divine  wisdom  and  the  field 
of  absolute  truth.  In  general,  religion  and  the  basis  of  the 
state  .are  one  and  the  same;  they  are  in  and  for  themselves 
identical.  The  law's  of  the  state  are  rational  and  divine 
things,  in  view'  of  this  presupposed  origin,aI  harmony;  religion 
has  not  its  own  principles  as  opposed  to  those  which  obtain 
in  the  state.  (Hegel  no  voluntary.)  There  is  one  notion  in 
religion  and  state ; this  one  notion  is  the  highest  thing  that 
man  has ; it  is  realised  by  man : the  nation  that  h.as  a W'rong 
notion  of  God,  has  .also  a wrong  state,  wrong  government, 
wrong  laws:  this  relation  is  seen  in  men’s  ordin.ary  concep- 
tions, and  expresses  itself  in  this  way,  that  to  them  the  law's, 
the  authorities,  the  constitution,  come  from  God,  that  thus 
these  are  authorised  and  by  the  highest  authority  which  can 
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be  given  to  them.  But  if  the  laws  are  from  the  will  of  God, 
it  is  important  to  know  God’s  will ; and  this  is  not  the  busi- 
ness of  one  in  particular,  but  belongs  to  all.  When  only  the 
formal  side  is  taken,  room  is  given  to  caprice,  tyranny,  and 
oppression.  This  showed  itself  in  a marked  manner  in 
England,  under  the  .Stuarts,  when  passive  obedience  was 
insisted  on,  the  sovereign  claiming  to  be  accountable 
to  God  only.  Through  means  of  this  same  claim  of  a divine 
revelation,  the  antithesis,  however,  directly  manifested  itself. 
The  di.stinction  of  priests  and  laymen,  namely,  is  not  held  by 
protestants ; the  priests  are  not  privileged  to  po.ssess  the  divine 
revelation,  and  still  less  is  this  the  case  as  regards  the  so- 
called  lay.  So  there  arose  in  England  a sect  of  prote.stants 
who  maintained  it  was  given  to  them  by  inspiration  to  tell 
how  they  should  be  governed ; in  consequence  of  such  inspi- 
ration of  the  Lord,  they  stirred  up  a rebellion  in  England, 
and  beheaded  the  king. 

This  demonstration  of  the  inevitable  alternation  of 
the  antithesis — that  in  repelling  the  point  you  are 
struck  by  the  but — Hegel  accomplishes  finely  also  with 
reference  to  the  Eoman  Empire.  The  people  so  named 
worked  oidy  to  a single  end,  universal  dominion  ; but, 
this  attained — ‘abstract  dominion,’  ‘simple  dominion  ’ — 
‘ there  manifested  itself  over  all,  a common  present 
power,  a power  of  self-will — the  Emperor — which, 
without  all  moral  restraint,  could  act,  rage,  give  a loose 
to  itself.’  This  same  abstract  dominion  of  the  Eoman 
people — ‘ this  universal  unhappiness  of  the  world  ’ — 
Wiis,  in  a religious  point  of  view,  tlie  preparation  for 
Christianity ; — 

The  gods  of  all  nations  were  collected  in  the  Eoman  Pan- 
theon, and  they  mutually  annihilated  each  other  ju.st  by 
this,  that  they  were  to  be  united.  Rome  fulfils  this  un- 
happiness of  the  annihilation  of  beautiful  life  and  conscious- 
ness . . . .and  produces  a throe  which  was  to  be  the  labour- 
pain  of  the  religion  of  Truth.  ‘ When  the  time  wa.s  fulfilled. 
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God  sent  his  Son,’  it  is  said ; the  time  was  fulfilled,  when 
despair  to  find  satisfaction  in  the  temporal  and  finite  had 
taken  possession  of  the  spirit  of  man. 

Again,  of  Faith,  Hegel  declares  that  it  is  indispen- 
sable : — 

The  relation  of  the  individual  to  this  truth,  is,  that  the 
individual  just  comes  to  this  conscious  unity,  renders  himself 
worthy  of  it,  produces  it  within  himself,  becomes  filled  with 
the  Spirit  of  God : this  takes  place  through  process  within 
him,  and  this  process  is,  that  he  has  this  Faith,  for  Faith  is 
the  truth,  the  presupposition,  that  in  and  for  itself  and 
assuredly  redemption  is  accomplished ; only  through  this 
faith  that  the  redemption  is  in  and  for  itself  and  assuredly 
accomplished,  is  the  individual  capable  of  setting  himself  into 
this  unity. 

Of  Baptism  we  find  it  said,  tins  rite 

demonstrates  that  the  child  is  born  in  the  community  of 
the  Church,  not  in  outer  wretchedness,  that  it  will  not  have 
to  meet  a world  at  enmity  with  it,  but  that  its  world  is  the 
Church. 

The  Sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper  is  characterised 
thus  : — 

In  it  there  is  given  to  man  the  consciousness  of  his  recon- 
ciliation with  God  the  entering  and  dwelling  of  the  Spirit 
within  him : the  Lord’s  Supper  is  the  focal  centre  of  the 
Christian  Church,  and  from  it  all  differences  in  the  Christian 
Church  receive  their  colour  and  form.  In  regard  to  it  there 
are  three  conceptions.  1.  According  to  one  of  these,  the 
Host,  this  external,  this  sensuous,  unspiritual  thing,  becomes 
through  consecration  the  present  God — God  as  a thing,  in 
the  wise  of  an  empirical  thing,  is  just  so  empirically  enjoyed 
by  man.  Inasmuch  as  God  was  thus  known  as  an  outward 
in  the  Lord’s  Supper,  this  centre  and  focus  of  the  entire  doc- 
trine,— this  externality  is  the  fundamental  basis  of  the  whole 
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Catholic  religion.  There  arises  thus  servility  of  thought  and 
deed ; this  externality  pervades  all  further  forms  of  it,  the 
True  being  represented  as  what  is  Fixed,  External.  As  thus 
existent  without  the  subject,  it  may  come  into  the  power  of 
others;  the  Church  is  in  possession  of  this,  as  of  all  other 
means  of  grace ; in  every  respect,  the  subject  is  passive, 
receptive,  knows  not  what  is  true,  right,  good,  but  has  only 
to  receive  it  from  others.  2.  The  Lutheran  conception  is, 
that  the  movement  begins  with  an  External,  that  there  is  an 
ordinary,  common  thing,  but  that  the  Spirit,  the  self-feeling 
of  the  presence  of  God  realises  itself,  insomuch  and  in  so  far 
as  the  externality  is  absorbed,  not  merely  bodily,  but  in 
Spirit  and  Belief.  In  the  Spirit  and  Belief  now  is  the 
present  God.  What  is  sensuously  present  is  of  itself  nothing, 
and  even  consecration  makes  not  of  the  Host  an  object  of 
veneration,  but  the  object  is  in  the  Belief  alone ; and  so  in 
the  consumption  and  destruction  of  the  Sensuous  element, 
there  is  the  union  with  God,  and  the  consciousness  of  this 
union  of  the  subject  with  God.  Here  has  the  grand  con- 
sciousness arisen,  that,  apart  from  the  Enjoyment  and  Belief, 
the  Host  is  a common,  sensuous  thing : the  process  is  only  in 
the  spirit  of  the  subject  truly — certainly  a trans-substantia- 
tion, but  such  that  by  it  the  external  element  is  eliminated, 
God’s  presence  is  directly  a spiritual  one,  so  that  the  Faith 
of  the  subject  belongs  to  it.  3.  The  idea  here  is,  that  the 
present  God  is  only  so.  in  conception,  in  remembrance,  and 
thus  has  only  an  immediate,  subjective  presence.  This  is 
the  reformed  idea,  an  unspiriMial,  only  lively  remembrance 
of  the  past,  no  divine  presence,  no  actual  spirituality.  Here 
the  divine  element,  the  Truth,  is  debased  to  the  Prosa  of 
the  Aufkliirung  and  mere  Understanding,  a merely  moral 
relation.’ 

Tliat,  ill  general,  it  is  the  Notion  ■which  is  tlie  guide 
to  these  determinations,  will,  perhaps,  now  at  last  come 
home  to  tlie  reader,  in  a perfectly  undeniable  and  defi- 
nitive manner,  from  the  Division  (Eintheilung),  which 
runs  thus  : — 
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‘ The  P'irst  is  the  Notion,  as  always;  the  Second,  attain,  its 
Determinateness  (specificity,  Particularity),  the  notion  in 
its  determinate  (specific,  Particular)  forms;  these  cohere 
necessarily  with  the  notion  itself:  in  the  mode  of  considera- 
tion properly  philosophical,  it  is  not  the  case  that  the 
Universal,  the  Notion,  is  put  first  as  it  were  for  the  siike  of 
honour.  Notion  of  Kight,  of  Nature,  as  set  first  in  ordinary 
usage,  and  as  to  which,  as  so  set,  we  are  still  in  uncertainty, 
are  general  determinations,  on  which  properly  the  matter  in 
hand  does  not  depend,  that  depending,  on  the  contrary,  on 
the  special  intent,  the  single  capital.  In  this  usage,  the  so- 
called  notion  has,  in  the  continuation,  no  influence  on  this 
further  intent',  it  indicates  in  a way  the  ground  on  which  we 
find  ourselves  with  these  materials,  and  that  we  are  not  to 
introduce  intent  (matter)  from  any  other  ground  (sphere) ; 
the  intent — for  example,  magnetism,  electricity — passes  for 
the  thing  itself,  the  notion  (that  is,  in  the  us.age  alluded  to) 
for  the  formal  or  formell  element  of  it. 

In  philosophic  consideration,  the  notion  is  also  the 
beginning,  but  it  is  the  Thing,  the  Substance,  as  the  germ 
from  which  the  whole  tree  developes  itself.  In  it  are  all  the 
determinative  characters  contained,  the  whole  nature  of  the 
tree,  the  peculiarity  of  its  saps,  ramificiition,  but  not  pre- 
formed in  such  wise  that,  if  we  take  a microscope,  we  shall 
see  the  branches,  leaves,  in  miniature— not  so,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  in  spiritual  wise.  So  the  notion  contains  the 
whole  natiu'c  of  the  object,  and  knowledge  here  is  nothing 
but  the  development  of  the  notion,  of  that  which  is  con- 
tained impliciter  in  the  notion,  not  yet  come  into  existence, 
explicated,  laid  out  (displayed).  Thus  it  is  we  begin  with 
the  notion  of  Eeligion. 

The  second,  then,  is  religion  in  its  determinatenes-s,  the 
determinate  notion.  This  we  take  not  from  without,  but  it 
is  the  free  notion  itself,  that  propels  itself  into  its  deter- 
minateness. It  is  not  as  if  we  empirically  treated  Eight,  for 
example : in  which  case.  Eight  is,  first  of  all,  defined  in 
general ; but  then  the  determinate  (particular)  Eights  (the 
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Roman,  German,  &c.)  are  to  Le  taken  from  elsewhere,  from 
experience;  here  (that  is,  with  us)  the  determinateness  has 
to  yield  itself  from  the  notion  itself. 

The  determinate  notion  of  Religion  is  finite  religion, 
a one-sided  something,  thus  and  thus  constituted  as  against 
other,  one  particular  as  against  another  particular ; Religion 
in  its  finitude. 

The  third  is  the  notion  that  comes  to  its  own  self  out  of 
its  determiuateness,  finitude,  that  again  restores  itself  out  of 
this  finitude,  limitation  ; and  this  restored  notion  is  the  infi- 
nite, veritable  notion,  the  absolute  Idea,  the  true  Religion. 

The  first  religion  in  the  notion  is  not  yet  the  true  religion. 
The  notion  is  true  certainly  within  itself,  but  it  belongs  to 
truth  that  the  notion  should  also  realise  itself,  as  it  belongs 
to  the  Soul  that  it  should  have  given  itself  a body.  This 
realisation  is  directly  determination  of  the  notion  ; the  abso- 
lute reali.sation  is  that  this  determination  is  adequate  to  the 
notion:  this  adequate  notion  is  the  Idea,  the  veritable  Notion. 
These,  in  an  abstract  way,  are  the  three  parts  in  general. 

This  division  may  be  also  characterised  thus.  We  have  to 
consider  the  Notion  of  Religion,  first,  in  general,  as  universal, 
then  in  its  particularity  as  self-differentiating  notion,  which  is 
the  side  of  the  Urtheil  (Judgment,  &c.),  of  limitation,  finitude; 
and  thirdly,  the  notion  which  shuts  itself  together  with  itself, 
the  Schluss  (close,  shut,  or  syllogism),  or  the  Return  of  the 
Koti<m  from  its  determinateness  (particul.arity),  in  which  it 
is  une(iual  to  itself,  to  its  own  self,  in  such  wise  that  it  comes 
into  equality  (adequacy)  with  its  form.  This  is  the  Rhyth- 
mus,  the  pure  eternal  life  of  the  Spirit  itself ; and  had  it  not 
this  movement,  it  were  dead.  The  Spirit  is,  to  have  itself  as 
object ; it  is  its  manifestation,  relation  of  objectivity,  to  be  a 
finite  something.  The  third  is,  that  it  is  object  to  itself, 
reconciles  itself  in  the  object,  is  by  itself,  is  come  to  its 
freedom,  for  freedom  is  to  be  by  oneself. 

This  division  is  thus  the  movement,  nature,  act  of  the 
Spirit  itself,  as  regards  which,  we,  so  to  speak,  only  look 
on.  Through  the  notion  it  is  necessary,  but  the  necessity  of 
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the  further  progress  has,  first  of  all,  in  the  development  itself, 
to  demonstrate,  explicate,  prove  itself.* 


• The  quotations  that  refer  to 
Tholuk  occur  in  tlie  prefaces  to 
second  and  third  editions  of  the 
Encyclopaedia ; those  that  bear  on 
Religion,  in  the  pertinent  extracts 
from  Frantz  and  Ilillert  (Hegel’s 
Philosophie  in  wortlichen  Auszii- 
gen). 

From  the  latter  extracts  I derive 
also  the  three  follovnng  equations, 
which  will  interest  Ihe  dmhnU  : Be- 
ziehung=  das,  worin  sie  identisch 
sind  ; — Verhaltniss  = Auseinandcr- 
treten  diescr  Einheit ; and  Setzeu 
=dass  diess  durch  mich  sey.  Re- 
ference is  thus  reserverl,  as  has  been 
the  general  practice  of  this  work, 
for  the  identity  of  the  sphere  of 
Simple  Apprehension,  Relation  for 
the  dif-ference  of  the  sphere  of 
Judgment,  and  Setzeu  is  seen  to 
apply  to  what  is  established  in  con- 
sciousness through  process  of  and 
from — another,  which  indeed  is  the 
life  of  thought  itself  qua  thought. 
The  internal  process  sele  the  exter- 
nal forms.  That  is  gesetzt,  into 
which  another  has  formally  become. 
A succession  of  intellectual  results 
that  appear  from  implication,  and 
disappear  from  explication,  hut  into 
new  explication  — this  is  Gesetzt- 
seyn — ostensive  expression  of  an 
implicit  mutuation.  There  is  the 
fruit  of  a womb  in  aperto,  wliich  is 
presently  withdrawn  again,  as  into 
eclipse  for  a new  issue.  If  the  ice 
is  exjdictt,  the  water  is  implicit,  but 
still  there  is  substantial  union.  Ex- 
implication,  Oesetzt«!yn,  is  all  that 
goes  on — it  is  the  one  onward.  To 
know  the  Hegelian  Notion,  and  to 
know  that  the  verb  setzen  is  re- 
tained for  the  determination  of  the 


life  of  the  notion,  is,  as  regards 
Hegel,  pretty  nearly  to  have  arrived. 

I should  say,  indeed,  that  if  the 
reader,  who  has  studied  his  way 
this  length,  will  now  take  the 
trouble  to  peruse  the  first  two 
chapters  of  the  second  volume  of 
Hegel’s  complete  Logic,  he  wiU 
find  this  author— really — at  length 
in  his  power. 

Hegel’s  fidelity  to  the  notion — 
which,  indeed,  is  wholly  unswerv- 
ing— is  seen,  not  only  in  the  above 
equations,  but  in  all  the  extracts  in 
the  text.  As,  in  fact,  we  have 
seen,  even  in  the  single  terms,  he  is 
true  to  the  triplicity  of  the  notion  : 
each  of  them  is  a syllogism ; the 
ordinary  sense  coquets  with  the 
virtual  sense  into  a third,  the  He- 
gelian or  speculative  sense ; and 
thus  the  whole  notion,  even  in  a 
word,  has  come  full  circle.  Urtheil, 
for  instance,  is,  first,  judgment,  then 
dif-ference,  and,  thirdly,  re-duction 
of  the  dif-ference  into  the  first  iden- 
tity. Begriff,  similarly,  is,  as  Uni- 
versal— a notion  indefinitely ; ns 
Particular — a notion  definitely,  as 
the  notion  of  some  particular  con- 
crete ; as  Singular  — the  Notion, 
Kant’s  Notion,  Hegel’s  Notion,  the 
concrete  Notion. 

Hegel  is  reported  to  have  said, 
‘ that  only  one  man  understood  him, 
and  he  did  not.’  This  man,  I am 
inclined  to  believe,  was  Giischel. 
Hegel  accepted  Gbschel’s  exposition 
of  his  own  religious  views ; but,  no 
doubt,  saw  clearly  that  Giischel 
knew  nothing,  after  all,  of  tiu'  No- 
tion.— Sir  William  Hamilton  opined 
Gabler  to  have  been  this  man ! 
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The  depth  and  truth  of  tliese  glances  of  Hegel  into 
the  inner  significance  of  Christianity  will  be  denied  by 
no  one  ; but  there  is  now  an  extenial  side  on  which  it 
will  be  well  to  say  a word.  It  relates  as  well  to  what 
is  called  plenary  mspiration,  as  to  the  counterpart  of 
the  same, — the  yrubbing  into  what  is  supposed  the 
region  of  historical  fact  by  such  men  as  Strauss  and 
Kenan.  On  the  first  head,  we  may  say,  that  Hegel  is 
perfectly  sincere  in  his  adhesion  to  the  doctrine  of 
plenary  inspiration  in  its  true  sense — in  that  sense, 
namely,  in  which  it  relates  to  the  inner : the  Bible  is 
to  him  perfectly  instinct  with  the  inspiration  of  the 
Sinrit.  Hegel,  however,  is  unable,  from  the  whole 
nature  and  principle  of  his  philosophy,  to  believe  in 
the  inspiration  of  an  outer  as  outer.  The  outer  element, 
as  in  the  sacrament,  is  to  him  but  tlie  medium,  and 
disappears  in  the  inner  realisation  of  the  spirit.  Plenary 
inspiration,  most  assuredly,  he  would  say,  but  not  in- 
spiration of  the  letter.  The  letter  as  letter  is  an  outer ; 
and  the  sphere  of  externality  as  such  is  a prey  to 
boundless  mutability  and  contingency.  It  is  the  decree 
of  God  that  it  should  be  so.  The  notion  in  external 
manifestation,  is  nothing  but,  and  can  only  be,  this 
si)ectacle  of  change  and  accident.  Let  anyone  look 
at  his  own  copy  of  the  Bible.  He  got  it  at  a certain 
time,  he  carried  it  to  certain  places,  he  has  used  it  on 
such  and  such  occasions,  and  others  have  so  used  it : 
there  are  accidental  dog’s-ears  in  it,  teai-s,  burns,  stains, 
thumb-marks  (of  Prussian  officials  or  others).  Then  the 
binding, — it  is  in  such  and  such  materials,  form,  colour, 
«&:c.  Tlie  paper  is  of  such  and  such  quality,  and  is  at  such 
and  such  stage  of  decay.  There  are  such  and  such 
a number  of  pages.  The  printing  is  of  such  and  such 
a date,  and  in  such  and  such  a type.  The  chapters. 
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verses,  &c.,  are  appointments  of  certain  human  beings. 
Tlien  tlie  matter  : it  is  in  prose  and  in  poetry ; tliere 
are  histories,  legislative  enactments,  narratives,  bio- 
graphies, letters,  proverbs,  prayei's,  sermons,  parables, 
revelatioiLS,  prophecies,  &c.  Then  there  are  a variety 
of  authors  actually  assigned.  These  authors,  too,  are 
completely  in  the  yoke  to  the  categories  of  their 
respective  countries,  ages,  languages,  &c.  Nay,  ex- 
ternality goes  deeper  still, — there  are  discrepancies  in 
this  matter  : Of  the  vision  that  appeared  to  Saul  as  he 
went  to  Damascus,  we  hear,  for  example,  in  the  seventh 
verse  of  the  ninth  chapter  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles, 
that  ‘ the  men  which  journe3'ed  with  him  stood  speech- 
less, hearing  a voice,  but  seeing  no  man  ; ’ whereas,  in  the 
mnth  verse  of  the  twcntj'-second  chapter  of  the  .same 
Acts,  we  are  told,  ‘ And  thej"  that  were  Avith  me  saw 
indeed  the  light,  and  were  afraid ; but  they  heard  not 
the  voice  of  him  that  spake  to  me.’  Now,  this  is  a con- 
tradiction in  terms — a deeply-marked  discrepancy,  then  : 
doubtless,  reconciliatory  explanation  is  possible,  is  easy  ; 
doubtless,  it  is  an  external  clLscrepancy  which,  instead 
of  weakening,  adds  force  to  the  inner  truth  of  the  par- 
ticular narrative,  and  of  the  Bible  generally  : still  it  is 
a discrepancy — a proof  that  whatever  is  external  must 
yield  itself  a prey  to  the  contingency  of  the  external. 
We  stop  here ; into  discrepancies  at  all  it  is  no  joy  to 
enter ; we  have  had  enough  of  them  at  the  hands  of 
the  general  Aufkliirung ; we  would  not  protract  the 
agony ; what  is  wanted  now  is  something  quite  else — 
an  end  to  the  miseiy,  a renewal  of  Faith. 

Thi.s,  however,  will  probably  sufficiently  illustrate 
what  we  hold  to  be  the  relative  position  of  Hegel,  as 
justified  by  such  passages  as  the  following,  also  from 
the  extracts  of  Frantz  and  Hiller t : — 
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The  ChrLstiau  is  positive  religion  in  the  sense  that  it  h;us 
come,  been  given,  to  man  from  without  ...  it  will  be  in- 
teresting to  see  what  w the  Positive.  . . . The  laws,  muni- 
cipal ones,  laws  of  the  state,  are  in  the  same  way  positive: 
they  come  to  us,  are  for  us,  have  authority ; they  are  not  so 
that  we  can  let  them  stand,  that  we  can  pa.ss  them  by,  but 
that  even  in  this  their  externality  they  are  to  be  for  us  what  is 
subjectively  essential,  subjectively  binding.  When  we  appre- 
hend, recognise,  find  reasonable,  the  law  that  crime  bo 
punished,  it  is  then  essential  for  us,  has  power  over  us,  not 
because  it  is  positive,  because  it  is  so,  but  it  is  of  validity 
inwardly  also,  to  our  reason,  as  what  is  essential,  because  it 
is  inward,  rational.  As  regards  revealed  religion,  there  is 
necessarily  this  side  also : inasmuch  as  we  have  there  what 
is  historical,  externally  apparent,  we  have  also  there  what  is 
positive,  contingent,  that  may  be  in  this  manner,  and  also  in 
that.  Even  in  religion  we  have  this.  Because  of  the  exter- 
nality, sensuous  manifestation,  which  is  implied  to  accompany 
it,  there  is  always  present  what  is  positive.  But  this  is  to  be 
distinguished : the  Positive  as  such,  the  abstractly  Posi- 
tive, and  the  law,  the  law  of  Eea.son  The  law  of  Free-will 
is  not  to  be  allowed  to  act,  because  it  is,  but  because  it  is  the 
determination  of  our  Reason  ihself;  when  it  is  so  known,  it 
is  nothing  positive,  nothing  blindly  operant.  Religion  also 
appears  positive  in  the  entire  tenor  of  its  doctrines;  but  it 
ought  not  to  remain  so,  it  ought  not  to  be  an  affair  of  mere 
apprehension,  of  mere  memory.  . . . The  attestation  is 
spiritual,  lies  not  in  the  sensuous,  cannot  be  brought  about 
in  immediate  sensuous  fashion;  against  the  sensuous  facts, 
therefore,  there  may  always  be  something  objected. 

This  Avill  suffice  for  the  first  head ; as  regards  the 
second,  the  point  of  view  may  be  seen  to  open  in  the 
follow'ing  extract : — 

As  regards  the  empirical  world,  the  Church  does  so  far 
right  in  this,  not  to  undertake  such  investigations  as  those 
concerning  how  it  was  with  the  appearance  of  Christ  after  his 
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death  : for  such  investigations  proceed  from  tlie  point  of  view, 
as  if  the  thing  depended  on  the  .sensuous  element  of  uiaui- 
fe.station,  on  this  mere  historical  element ; as  if  in  such  narra- 
tives of  one  as  historically  perceived,  in  historical  manner, 
there  Lay  the  attestation  of  the  spirit  and  its  truth.  This 
truth  stands  firm  in  itself,  although  it  has  such  point  of 
origin. 

There  i.s  an  edge  here  that  tells  most  uiimistakeably 
agaiit.st  those  that  grub  into  historical  fact,  as  if  they 
could  so  discredit  the  siicred  histoiy,  let  them  find  out 
what  they  may.  Hegel  has  no  sympathy  whatever 
with  this  industiy;  and  it  is  rather  singular  that  it  is 
one  which — in  appearance  at  least — has  emanated  from 
his  school.  The  mantle  of  the  prophet  is  not  always 
of  direct  descent,  however.  To  Hegel  it  is  no  attest- 
ation of  anything  in  a spiritual  sense,  or  simply  in 
meaning,  that  it  should  have  such  and  such  sensuous 
documents  in  its  support.  Apart  his  ordinary  curiosity 
as  man  and  interest  as  antiquary,  Hegel  would  toss 
into  the  fire — if  offered  to  attest,  if  offered  for  womhip 
just  so — never  so  authentic  a piece  of  the  tme  cross 
with  as  little  compunction  as  John  Knox  flung  into  the 
water  the  jminted  hoard  named  Virgin.  Eeally,  what 
can  sensuous  facts  attest  ? What  were  the  value  of  a 
tooth  of  the  wolf  that  suckled  Eomulas  ? Should 
we  be  really  better  oil’,  had  we  even  a letter  to  the  fact 
under  the  hand  of  Lupa  herself?  Hegel’s  dishke  to 
critical  history  (which  really  springs  from  his  general 
principle),  so  lively  in  cxpre.ssion  is  it,  is  quite  amusing: 
it  is  to  him  nothing  but  an  exhibition  of  personal 
vanity.  What  can  any  man  now  hope  to  make  of  the 
death  of  Eemus — what  good  would  he  do,  did  he  even 
demonstrate  it  to  have  actually  hap[)cned  so  and  so  — 
what  really  is  the  value  of  such  an  industry  ? To 
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Hegel  the  beginning  is  always  the  continuous  identity 
of  aj)prehension  ; it  appears  to  him  evcrjwvhere,  as  he 
actually  names  it  in  the  geographical  element,  ‘ gedie- 
genes  Hochland,’  hard,  solid,  unbroken  steppe  : it  lies 
there  under  vapour;  it  recedes  as  you  approach ; it  am 
never  be  got  at  to  come  under  the  knife  or  to  lie  in  the 
scales ; it  is  but  a cast  of  the  eye,  and  is  always  there 
before  you  ; it  is  the  nccessaiy  presupposition  of  the 
notion  itself : it  is,  in  short,  a sphere  of  apprehension, 
and  in  externality — why  would  you  vainly  seek  to  split 
it  into  the  self-identities  of  the  present  Urtheil?  So 
always  is  the  germ  ; Hegel  knows  it  such,  and  mocks 
the  idle  curious  that  would  thrust  fingers  into  it.  And 
Hegel  here  is,  no  doubt,  scientifically  right,  wliile 
Strauss  and  Eenan  (Hegelians  that  reverse  their  master!) 
arc  only  inept.  Hegel,  in  point  of  fact,  recommends 
us,  ‘ In  considering  this  religion,  not  to  go  historically 
to  work  after  the  fashion  of  him  who  begins  from  the 
outward,  but  to  bike  start  from  the  notion.’  He  tells 
him  also  who  begins  in  the  external  manner,  that  he 
only  seems  to  himself  ‘receptive,’  that  he  is  in  fact 
‘ active ; ’ that  is,  that  the  resultant  work  of  his  efforts 
is  not  a work  which  he  has  only  found,  but  which  he 
has  also  made.  In  short,  the  grubbers  into  the  his- 
tbrical  facts  of  such  commencements  arc  but  mis- 
taken men,  who,  as  it  were,  with  one  foot  on  the 
centre,  stubbornly  endeavour  to  set  the  other  on  the 
horizon.  Notion  is  the  word,  not  the  Datum  of  Fact ; 
to  which  latter  would  you  stretch  ‘ the  ladder  of  Jacob,’ 
it  instantly  ‘goes  further  off  and  becomes  a.stronomiail.’ 
There  is  no  ultimate  solution  of  any  element  but  the 
notion,  which  being  in  effect  ourselves,  any  nearer 
ncjirnoss  were  a strange  desideratum. 

Q Q 2 
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Ilencc,  pageant  History  ! hence,  gilded  cheat ! 

. . . . What  care,  though  owl  did  fly 

About  the  great  Athenian  admiral’s  mast  ? 

Juliet  leaning 

Amid  her  window-flowers, 

Doth  more  avail  than  these  ! 

So  Keats  exclaims,  and  Keats  is  right.  Would  we 
know  truly  how  the  spirit  of  man  lived,  and  moved, 
and  was  in  the  old  Greek  world,  it  is  to  Homer  we 
must  turn,  and  not  to  Thucydides.  In  the  Iliad  and 
the  Odyssey,  in  the  soul  of  Homer — whom,  despite 
the  testimony  of  centuries  and  the  voices  of  the  demi- 
gods themselves,  a prurient  modern  vanity  would  deny 
— in  tlie  Iliad  and  Odyssey,  in  tlie  soul  of  Homer, 
- veritably  a one — there  lies  in  ciystal  reflexion  tlie 
whole  Greek  world,  organicallj^  together ; in  the  soul 
of  Homer,  there  lies  in  crystal  reflexion,  organically 
together,  the  spirit  of  man  himself  gone  asunder  into 
his  own  necessary  and  native  diflerences.  Preserve 
the  Keal,  Tliucydides — destroy  the  Ideal,  Homer : we 
have  lost  both*  Greece,  and  the  deepest  insight  into 
man  and  the  world  of  man.  Ileversc  the  action, — 
and  of  what  account  is  the  loss,  when  compared  with 
the  gain  ? As  then,  so  now  : the  prologue  of  Chaucer, 
the  plays  of  Shakspeare,  the  poems  of  Burns,  will 
readily  outweigh  anj’  professed  history.  We  will  agree 
with  Hegel,  then,  that,  possessed  of  the  notion,  we 
feel  ourselves  lifted  high  above  the  historical,  the 
external,  the  conthujent,  and  we  shall  only  smile  at  the 
necessarily  futile  eflbrts  of  a Strauss  and  a Kenan  to 
paw  the  horizon. 

‘ The  spiritual  is  higher  than  the  external ; the 
spiritual  cannot  be  externally  authenticated  it  is  this 
jiosition  also  which  gives  Hegel  his  j)eculiar  place  as 
regards  miracles.  He  does  not  o]>pose  them,  admits 
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the  belief  tliey  would  bring  to  sensuous  men,  but  still 
he  subordinates  them.  Tliey  are  to  him  in  a sensuous, 
external  element,  and  consequently  lower  than  what  is 
spiritual  as  such.  To  siqiport  his  view,  he  points  out 
that  the  Egyptian  Sorcerers  performed  miracles  as  well 
as  Moses ; but 

The  main  point  is,  Christ  himself  sa3^s : There  will  come 
many  who  do  miracles  in  my  name  ; I have  not  known  them. 
Here  he  himself  rejects  miracles  as  veritable  criterium  of 
truth.  This  is  the  main  point  of  view,  and  what  is  to  be 
held  fast:  attestation  through  miracles,  as  the  impugning  of 
the  same,  is  a sphere  which  does  not  cuncern  us  ; the  testimony 
of  the  spirit  is  the  true  one. 

Hegel  has,  however,  probably  missed  here  an  aspect 
of  the  miraculous  element  which,  even  in  obedience  to 
his  own  principles,  should  procure  it  a vastly  higher 
place.  The  reader  of  Hegel  is  very  apt  to  be  haunted 
with'  this  diinculty  : what  we  have  here  for  God  is  a 
sort  of  universal  that  has  no  expression  of  his  own,  that 
has  an  expression  only  througli  us ; there  is  a hfe — the 
individual  disappears,  the  one,  tlie  universal  alone  is ; 
but  he  is  oidy  through  the  individual,  if  the  individual, 
in  turn,  is  only  through  him  ; and  even  if  the  contin- 
gency of  Nature  be  but  an  externalisation  of  tlie  Idea, 
it  is  independently  there,  and  all-powerful  on  its  own 
side.  There  can  be  no  quiet  heart  on  such  a stage  as 
this.  Now,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  miraculous  element 
contains  the  necessary  resolution.  God  must  bo  con- 
ceived as  Lord  of  Nature : prayer  must  be  bebeved  to 
stay  the  arm  which  sways  the  universe.  This  is  abso-. 
lutely  necessary;  unless  this  be  so,  7iien  have  no  business 
here.  Now,  the  miraculous  element  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment is  a guarantee  of  this.  Indeed,  is  not  this  ele- 
ment in  every  way  an  essential  one?  Can  the  New 
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Testament  be  believed  without  its  miracles  ? We  do 
not  say,  then,  that  Hegel  impugns  the  Chnstian  miracles 
— this  he  forbids;  but  we  say  that  he  subordinates  them : 
whereas,  not  only  the  historical  position,  but  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  absolute,  the  principles  of  Hegel  himself, 
compel  us  to  believe  that  Christ  had  power  over  nature. 
Only  so  is  there  gutrrantee  for  a Personal  Gotl ; and 
without  a Personal  God  there  can  be  no  Cultus.  But 
Hegel  is  perfectly  sincere  in  his  expressions  as  regards 
the  Cultus,  therefore,  &c. 

If  such  be  the  attitude  of  Hegel  in  regard  to  reli- 
gious relations,  his  bearing  is  quite  of  a piece  in  refer- 
ence to  politics,  in  reference  to  the  State.  The  State  is 
the  rational  substance  of  the  universe,  and  depends  not 
on  the  wise  opinion  and  good  knowledge  of  either  you 
or  me.  The  Aufkliirung,  to  be  sure,  suddenly  turned 
its  lantern  upon  it,  among  others,  and  declared  all 
there-appertinent  rotten.  Since  then  we  have  been 
stripping  our  walls  bare,  and  Mr.  Buckle  has  been  able, 
with  much  comfort — opening  a waistcoat  button — to 
perorate  on  Superstition.  The  value  of  Descartes,  it 
a))pears,  is  that  he  saw  into  the  imposition  of  priests 
and  princes,  and  our  forefathers  were  plunged  in  a 
hopeless  limbo  of  ignorance  and  darkness ! O Super- 
stition ! Superstition  0 ! The  categorj^  of  superstition 
is  not  enough  for  Hegel,  however ; he  is  not  unjust  to 
the  Aufklarung,  but  he  will  not  deny  all  tapers  but  its 
own.  On  the  contrary',  Eeason  to  him  did  not  begin 
with  the  Aufklarimg,  but  had  been,  for  thousands  of 
years,  building  itself  into  the  outward  crassitude. 
Hegel,  then,  examines  Reason  as  regards  the  Stote, 
and  assigns,  through  the  Notion,  the  essential  deter- 
minations that  constitute  its  organisation  and  life.  To 
say  this  much  must  here  sutlicc,  however;  and,  pcr- 
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Imps,  for  tlie  present,  the  liint  alone  is  suflicient,  that 
jKjlitieal  wisdom  eannot  possibly  consist  in  undoing 
alone,  else  its  own  activity  were  speedily  its  own  end. 
There  arc  principles  here,  as  there  are  in  all  human 
interests,  and,  through  Hegel,  we  may  yet  get  to  see 
and  realise  them. 

In  simple  truth,  the  last  chance  is  oflered  us  in 
thought  as  thought : in  matter  as  matter,  we  have 
nothing  but  despair.  In  Germany,  they  already  ask, 
how  woidd  life  constitute  itself — sepositn  animorum 
immortalitate?  But  we  in  England  should  a.sk  simply, 
how  would  it  be  were  matter  all  ? This  sup}x)sed,  we 
shall  presently  see  everything  that  has  been  formed 
out  of  the  reason  of  man,  during  untold  generations, 
break  up  and  disappear.  Thought  is  but  a function  of 
matter,  and  must  be  studied  in  the  laws  of  matter. 
There  is,  conserpiently,  no  God,  no  spirit,  no  immor- 
tality: Ileligion,  Metai)hysic,  Morals,  Bolitics,  vanish. 
Even  science  remains  not ; for  we  are  left  with  the 
registration  of  phenomena  alone ; and  phenomena  being 
but  appearances,  and  not  things  in  themselves,  inquest 
is  at  once  endless  and  hopeless.  iVnd  is  Poetry,  Litera- 
ture, one  whit  more  possible  ? Will  anyone  any 
longer  take  interest  in  sea  or  star,  in  mountain  or  in 
tlower,  or  in  the  loves  and  hates  of  men  ? All  must 
perish : there  is  nothing  left  us  but  material  com- 
modity ; each  is  for  himself — each  w’ould  realise  that. 
And  would  that — would  material  commodity  continue 
to  be  realised  ? Does  not  the  high  priest,  Hume,  tell 
us  himself,  that  a piece  of  woollen  cloth  cannot  be 
expected  to  be  realised  in  a nation  ‘ where  Ethics  arc 
negh'cted  ? ’ What  can  be  expected  but  a realisation 
of  the  ideal  of  political  economy  at  length, — self-will  the 
only  principle — barbarism — a state  of  Nature  And 
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could  men  now  bear  a state  of  nature? — The  misery  of 
tlie  present  is  infinite,  and  it  is  because  the  Illumination 
has  stripi>ed  us  naked — to  matter.  Schopenhauer,  who 
has  fairly  arrived  at  this  stage,  talks  (Parerga  and  Para- 
lipomena,  Bd.  II.,  § I5G)  thus: — 

If  we  reckon  up,  so  far  as  is  approximately  possible,  the 
sum  of  want,  pain,  and  misery  of  every  kind  which  the  sun 
illuminates  in  his  course,  we  shall  admit  that  it  would  have 
been  much  better,  hafl  he  been  as  little  able  to  evoke  the 
phenomenon  of  life  on  the  earth  as  on  the  moon,  and  did  the 
surface  in  the  former,  ns  in  the  latter,  still  find  itself  in  a 
crystalline  condition.  We  may  conceive  our  life,  indeed, 
us  a uselessly  interrupting  ,episode  in  the  blissful  repose  of 
Nothing,  ...  as  only  a gross  mystification — not  to  say, 
Prellerei,  cheat! 

Thi,s  is  the  voice  of  Atheism,  and  to  this  voice  only 
is  Materialism  adequate.  This  is  the  ‘ ungliickhche 
Bewusstseyn,’  the  unhappy  consciousness  ; and  there  is 
hardly  a great  literary  man  in  England  at  present  who 
smoulders  not  slowly  into  a grey  ash  under  it.  This 
is  the  infinite  misery ! What  wonder,  if  the  wretch 
who  realises  it  to  himself  should  creep  to  bed  with  a 
dose  of  aconite  in  his  stomach ! The  sick  like  him- 
self will  say,  it  is  all  one  ; but  there  are  those  who 
see  the  pain  of  the  simple  souls  that  stand  in  relation 
— and  more ! Even  as  they  lift  the  hat  that  honours, 
not  him,  but  death  in  his  place — their  lips  shall  in- 
voluntarily wear  the  shadow  of  a sneer — a sneer  that 
means ; Oh,  no ; it  will  not  do  to  take  the  pet ; you 
should  have  strutted  your  part  out — you  should  have 
played  out  the  Idea ! This  is  it — there  is  an  Idea.  It 
is  ours  to  realise  it — and  in  contentment  so — but  we 
are  w'retches  if  we  refuse. 

This  materialistic  ruin  is  illustrated  also  by  the  Illu- 
mination in  its  latest  scientific  phase.  This  phase,  or 
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this  misnamed  science,  says  simply,  that  all  that  we 
see  and  know  are  but  mtUerial  phenomena,  that  vary 
to  contingent  material  conditions.  The  contingency 
of  the  variation  may  be  understood  from  this,  tliat 
such  disturbances  of  the  earth’s  interior  as  depend 
on  volcanic  agency, — which  itself  is  due  to  accidents 
of  the  central  conllagmtion,  or  to  fortuitous  com- 
plexions, gaseous  or  other,  — may  give  rise  to  very 
various  interchanges  of  land  and  sea,  of  heat  and 
cold,  &c.,  and,  consequently,  to  very  various  worlds, 
and  very  variously  inhabited.  Nevertheless,  there  is, 
at  the  same  time,  everywhere  present  in  this  variety 
such  common  analogy  as  can  point  only  to  a common 
origin;  and  it  seems  reasonable  to  conclude  that  all  that 
we  see  is  but  the  result  of  the  successive  transmutations 
of  a single  primitive  species,  or,  indeed,  of  a single  primi- 
tive atom.  From  such  antecedents,  there  conceivably 
emerges,  under  favourable  circumstances,  the  first  rude 
cell,  which  propagates  itself,  which  improves  itself. 
Improvement,  in  particular,  becomes  very  intelligible 
so  soon  as  a sUige  of  animality  has  been  attained : for 
what  will  exist  then  wall  be  a battle  of  life  ; all  action 
will  be  a trial  of  strength.  Men  select  their  breeders, 
and  so  modify  species  that  they  cease  almost  to  be 
specifically  the  same.  So  Nature:  through  the  stniggle 
for  existence  and  the  victory  of  the  strongest,  she  also 
selects  her  breeders.  Thus  it  is  that  we  have  the 
Flora  and  Fauna  which  presently  exist;  and  these 
together  constitute  but  a single  chain  of  organi.sation 
from  the  lowest  forms  of  life,  up,  through  the  monkey, 
to  the  man.  If  any  links  in  this  chain  still  fail,  if 
intermediate  steps  are  still  required  in  order  to  com- 
plete the  proof  of  actual  transmutation,  appeal  need 
only  be  made  to  the  element  of  time.  All  human 
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records  are  but  as  a day,  an  liour : but  infinite  time 
extends  a field,  adequate,  as  we  look  backwards,  to 
the  possibility  of  the  fact,  — adequate,  as  we  look 
forwards,  to  the  actual  demonstration  of  the  same. 
Infinitude  in  the  latter  direction  has  probably  its 
term,  however,  so  fiir  as  man  (and,  indeed,  the  pre- 
sent sidereal  system)  is  concerned.  Conditions  being 
presupposed  to  remain  as  they  are  at  present,  there . is 
evidently  going  on  such  gradual  loss  of  heat,  mechanical 
force,  energy  of  all  kinds,  as  will  reduce  all,  in  the  end, 
to  a single  cold,  dark,  meaningless  mass,  in  the  centre 
of  a cold,  dark,  meaningless  space.  Whether  there  be 
what  is  called  a God  to  change  that  or  not  ? . . . 

This  is  what  the  Aufkliinmg,  that  began  by  seeing 
the  corruptions  of  the  medimval  church,  has  ended  in. 
It  is  not  to  be  supposed,  however,  that  all  the  mem- 
bers of  the  movement  are  absolutely  of  the  same  mind 
in  regard  to  the  various  articles  of  the  general  creed : 
rather,  it  is  curious  to  watch  the  differences — to  watch 
the  particular  predilections.  One,  the  Philopitheque 
par  excellence,  bravely  goes  the  whole  ape — waves,  as 
he  advances  to  battle,  the  picture  of  a procession  of 
monkeys,  man  at  top,  and  triumphantly  thrusts  his  fist 
of  enlightenment  into  the  blind  pride  and  wretched 
superstition  of  men ! Oihly  another, — buoying  himself 
blandly  up  on  a well-balanced  series  of  smooth  plausi- 
bilities,— talks,  subrisively-deprecatingly,  of  this  ‘ pic- 
ture of  the  ever-increasing  dominion  of  mind  over 
matter,’  and  ascends — the  gratification  of  a triumph  of 
eniiijhtenmejit  being  enough  for  him — in  Jovine  serenity 
to  his  elevated  Olympus  of — shall  we  say — ‘ philoso- 
phical Atheism  ’?  The  figure  of  Mr.  Buckle  is  quite  comic 
here,  Garrick-like  : with  tears  in  his  eyes  he  speaks  of 
the  consolations  of  deism  and  immortality;  but,  sud- 
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denly  recollecting  his  duty  to  himself  as  an  advanced 
thinker,  he  struggles  forward  beyond — oh,  if  it  were 
only  possible ! — beyond  Comte  himself,  ‘ whose  great 
merits  it  were  unjust  to  deny!’  Another  figure  I 
know,  more  comic  still,  the  pattern  lUuminatus  of  a 
generation  back  : with  Mr.  Buckle,  he  too  does  not 
like  the  reproach  of  having  been  left  behind ; but  old 
leavens  arc  still  strong  w'ithin  him,  and  he  ventures  to 
suggest  that  is  not  quite  certain  yet,  not  quite  agreed 
yet,  that  the  belief  in  a God  and  in  Immortiility  is  to 
be  given  up.  The  s{)ecially  comic  element  lies  in  his 
shoulders,  however.  Above  these  shoulders  there 
rises  a clear,  experienced  head,  and  beneath  them 
beats  a sound  warm  heart,  by  virtue  of  both  of  which 
he  can  speak  in  the  fullest  and  most  conclusive  manner 
of  books,  and  men,  and  crises  of  life,  at  the  same  time 
that  he  is  the  most  social  and  agreeable  of  human 
beings.  By  these  excellences  he  sets  no  store,  how- 
ever; all  that  he  values  himself  on  lies  in  his  shoulders. 
His  right  shoulder  he  names  to  himself  Political  Eco- 
nomy ; his  left  he  cherishes  more  quietly  as  Pang  at 
the  Biblical  humbug.  Talk  to  him  of  the  first,  of  the 
right  shoidder,  and  he  raises  it  high,  proudly  advancing 
to  the  front  in  all  the  fullness  of  a crop  well  rulHed,  in 
all  the  spreading  dignity  of  Philosophy  in  bloom. 
Talk  to  him  now  of  the  second,  and,  ah  ! it  is  no  less 
dear  to  him  ; but,  see,  it  has  instantly  sunk,  while  over 
it  suddenly  shows,  crouchingly,  as  if  for  a spring,  a 
red,  blue,  green,  yellow  face,  that  spits  out, — with  a 
maniacal  eye,  and  a rabidity  that  appals — And  what 
of  that? 

As  regards  the  theory  itself,  perhaps,  it  would  be 
fair  to  point  out,  in  the  fii-st  place,  a certain  vacillation 
as  to  what  position  it  is  to  assume  on  the  question  of 
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progress.  For  a long  time, — generally,  indeed,  such 
is  the  case  still, /er  the  first  three-fourths  of  the  volume, 
— improvement  in  series,  ‘ a chain,’  from  lowest  to 
highest,  was  a fixed  and  undoubted  tenet : it  was  al- 
Avays  understood,  for  example,  and  it  is  still  said,  that 
‘ the  earliest  known  fossil  mammalia  are  of  low  grade.’ 
Now,  however, — and  especially  towards  the  end  of  the 
volume, — a change  has  set  in ; progress  seems  no  longer 
necessary,  and  avc  arc  told  that  ‘ the  earliest  crj’pto 
gams  are  the  highest.’  It  would  be  fair,  we  say,  to 
]K)int  to  this,  and  to  call  for  consistency  and  decision  ; 
but  Ave  shall  assume — to  give  materiahsm  its  strongest 
side  at  once — that  progression  as  progression  is  out  of 
place  in  any  such  element.  Progression  as  progression 
iiiA'olves  an  antecedent  idea,  involves  design — a princijde 
not  by  any  means  welcome  to  the  materialist,  avIio 
would  knoAV  no  moulding  hand  but  that  of  external 
conditions.  Accordingly,  the  progression  that  results 
from  Natural  Selection  is  rather  apparent  than  real. 
In  certain  seasons  of  scarcity,  for  example,  the  long- 
necketl  Ilcrbivora  might  live,  Avhile  the  short-necked 
should  die;  but  the  former  need  not  neces-sarily  be  an 
improvement  on  the  latter.  This,  then,  Avere  not 
properly  progression',  this  rather  were  but  succession 
— contingent  succession,  on  contingent  variations  of 
contingent  conditions.  We  shall  not  object  that,  per- 
haps, succession  is  inadequate  to  the  facts ; we  shall 
adhere  to  such  influences  only  as  might  lead  to  a natu- 
ral selection  of  the  Giraffe,  on  the  one  hand,  and  to  an 
equally  natural  rejection  of  the  0.x,  on  the  other. 
But  let  us  remark  for  a moment  on  Avhat  in  the  theoiy 
concerns  this  Giraffe.  Hoav  came  the  Giraffe  by  such 
a length  of  neck  ? Oh,  it  avsus  not  always  so,  poor 
thing;  it  used,  indeed,  to  be  much  like  otlier  creatures; 
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onlj’,  you  must  know,  tliore  was  once  a season  of 
scarcity,  and  out  of  a mass  of  herbivorous  quadru- 
peds, none  survived  but  those  that  got  at  the  leaves 
of  trees,  by  having  the  advantage  of  the  others  in 
length  of  neck.  But  was  one  season  enough  ? Oh,  iis 
for  that,  the  same  thing  happened  more  or  less  every 
season.  And  why  is  the  process  terminated — why 
does  tlie  Gii’afTe’s  neck  not  lengthen  still  ? IIow  do 
you  know  the  process  is  terminated  ? Perhaps,  it  is 
going  on  still ; from  the  short  records  of  human  exist- 
ence, we  cannot  hope,  you  know,  &c.  &c. : besides,  it  is 
only  fair  to  say  that  things  cannot  be  expected  to  stretch 
for  ever ! Are  not  these  just  such  propos  as  schoolboys 
might  indulge  in,  all  concerned,  the  while,  being  al- 
ready much  too  dark  iu  the  beak  to  believe  a word  of 
them  ? This  theory  is  supposed  to  be  superior  to  that 
of  Lamarck,  who  feigns  the  neck  of  the  Ginifle  to  have 
simply  stretched  to  the  effort  of  desire ; but  is  not  this 
latter  much  the  more  likely  of  the  two  ? Compare 
the  hut  of  the  first  Barisius  with  the  palace  of  the 
Tuileries,  and  see  between,  the  long  series  of  aibins, 
cots,  cottages,  and  houses,  which  must  have  been  built 
the  while,  before  the  skill  adequate  to  the  first  was 
transformed  into  the  skill  adequate  to  the  last.  Pigure 
this  transformation  now,  not  as  in  series,  but  as  in  an 
individual : behold  the  hut  of  the  Barisius  grow  into 
the  Tuileries.  In  this  wa)’,  man’s  hut  has  .so  grown  in 
process  of  time  only  in  obedience  to  his  own  desire : 
why,  then,  should  not  the  neck  of  the  Giraffe  have 
similarly  grown,  through  long  generations,  in  obedience 
to  a similar  principle  ? If  we  can  figure  a single  hut 
and  a single  man  to  represent  the  one  resj)ective  series, 
we  may  figure  also  similarly,  respectively,  a single 
Girafle  and  a single  neck.  There,  then,  at  the  foot  of 
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its  single  tree,  is  the  single  Giraffe,  with  its  single  neck 
It  but  reaches  the  lowest  leaves  as  yet,  and  has  no 
further  desire.  But  now  a breeze  blows  into  its  teeth 
a branch  from  the  tier  above  : how  tender,  juicy,  and 
delicious ! Desire  awakes,  and  by  dint  of  effort  it 
attains  to  the  tier  above.  An  accidental  branch  ft'om 
the  third  tier  similarly  incites  to  new  effort,  which,  ever 
similarly  stimulated,  continues  ever  stretching  from 
tier  to  tier,  till  at  length,  in  the  end,  the  Giraffe — or, 
what  is  the  same  thing,  its  descendant  after  millions  of 
generations — finds  itself  browsing  on  the  very  top  ! 

One  must  admit,  at  all  events,  the  intrepidity  of  men 
who  can  commit  themselves  to  such  giraffe-stories. 

But  we  do  not  wish  to  concern  ourselves  at  present 
with  the  puerilities  of  the  execution  in  detail,  nor  with 
the  inadequacy  of  succession  to  progression^  nor  with 
the  comic  uncertainty  of  hand  that  cannot  let  go  and 
yet  will  not  hold  progression  : what  concerns  us  here 
is  the  materialistic  theory  in  itself,  of  which  succession 

is,  perhaps,  the  most  characteristic  feature.  Now,  suc- 
cession does  not  by  any  means  necessitate  a beginning  ; 
and  it  is  a proof  of  the  haziness  of  the  theorists  that, 
through  the  principle  of  analogy,  they  nevertheless 
postulate  such.  Of  this  postulatum,  haziness,  indeed,  is 
the  very  element;  for  though  the  conception  of  a 
primitive  atom  floats  somewhere  or  other  as  nucleus  in 

it,  this  nucleus,  however  primitive  it  is  to  be,  has  al- 
ready around  it  an  entire  world  of  more  primitive 
conditions,  to  which  it,  indeed,  is  but  the  medium 
through  which  they,  variously  pronounce  themselves. 
A beginning  must  be  something  First,  and  .sometliing 
absolutely  One  ; but  a primitive  atom  already  in  con- 
ditions is  neither  the  oue  nor  the  other.  The  thought, 
then,  is  eridently  very  defective  that  would  conceive 
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an  atom  primitive,  and  )xt  would  see  it  in  time  and  in 
space,  and  surrounded  by  conditions.  If  all  these 
elements  were  to  be  granted  as  a beginning,  creation — 
at  least  to  theoiy — were  not  so  difficult.  But,  though 
a material  atom  be  evidently  thus  wholly  inadequate 
to  Time,  Space,  and  Conditions,  and,  consequently, 
quite  impossibly  a beginning,  let  us  conceive  it  such  ; 
let  us  name  it  a First  and  One,  and  let  us  look  at  it  on 
other  sides.  Now,  in  the  first  jilace,  of  what  size  shall 
it  be  ? This  question  is  adapted  to  give  long  reflection, 
})erhaps,  to  tlie  majority  of  minds ; but  we  hasten  to 
interrupt  this  by  asking  again  : Nay,  all  size  being  but 
relative,  why  think  of  size  at  all  ? Any  size  is  surely 
quite  indifferent  to  infinite  space— one  size  quite  as 
good  as  another ; a needle-point  were  in  this  connexion 
quite  as  effective  as  a pin-head,  and  that  as  a whole 
solar  system ! A whole  solar  system  of  a single  sub- 
stance dwindles  down  in  opposition  to  infinite  space 
into  a needle-point ; and,  e contra,  a needle-point  is 
thus  tantamount — quantitatively — to  a solar  s}’stem. 
In  a word.  Quantity  is  indifierent ; it  must  have  been 
hazard  that  assigned  the  first  quantity ; or,  in  our  way 
of  it,  we  do  not  see  any  reason  for  quantity  at  all — 
■we  cannot  tell  why  there  should  have  been  any  quan- 
tity, or  just  such  a thing  as  quantity.  That  is  true  ; 
these  questions  have  been  only  concerns  of  Hegel  as 
yet.*  There  seems  no  reason,  then,  why  we  should  not 


* There  is  that  in  tlie  ahovo 
wliich  will  give  a finu  hold  at  last 
on  the  Quantitative  Infinite,  whicli 
consists  simply  in  the  fact  of  the 
absolute  relativity  of  Quantity  ; any 
positivity  of  Quantity  seems  abso- 
lutely and  infinitely  to  flee.  This 
is  just  the  inJiuUe  dieixibitUy  on  an- 


other side,  but  brought  back,  as  it 
were,  into  unity  of  notion.  The 
render  will  do  well  to  refer  to  the 
relative  places  under  Quantity,  and 
will  probably  be  delighted  to  find 
himself  in  complete  light  at  last. 
■\Ve  may  point  out  now  too,  that, 
though  the  ratUmale,  formerly  as- 
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at  once  go  back  to  nothing,  so  far  as  quantity  is  con- 
cerned : but,  not  to  distress  ourselves  with  this,  we 


signed  for  the  apparent  difficulties 
tlint  presentwl  themselves  on  occa- 
sion of  the  ‘Nullities’  of  Thomas 
Tavlor,  is  the  technically  correct 
one,  what  lies  at  bottom  is  this, 
that  any  quantity  is  quite  as  good 
as  another,  »o  far  at  a capability  of 
ditcrelion  it  concerned. 

What  is  involved  in  aU  that,  is 
simply  the  antithetit,  the  Xotion, 
the  fact  that  the  seen  explication 
implies,  is  through  an  unseen  im- 
plication.  This  is  the  fipeciet.  What 
is,  is  hut  the  middle  of  the  growing 
antithesis,  which  was  at  first  lieing 
and  Nothing.  Tliere  is  no  advance 
to  identity  that  is  not  implicitly  ac- 
companied by  an  advance  to  difl'er- 
enco : so  it  is  you  repel  the  point 
only  to  be  struck  by  the  but.  Energy, 
you  will  grant  to  be  positive,  and 
very  positive  too  j still  it  implies  a 
neyatice,  another,  on  which  it  acts, 
thronyh  which  indeed  it  is.  Nay, 
of  the  two,  either  is  indifTorcntly 
the  other,  ju.st  as  it  is  often  mani- 
festly indiflercnt  which  of  the  mo- 
ments you  name  imiver.sal,  which 
particular.  Energy  is  much  talked 
of,  nowadays,  by  pbilo-sophcrs,  who 
will  only  stultify  them.selves  till 
they  understand  this  necessary  mu- 
ttiation.  Meantime  they  think 
cnergj'  a one ! Hegel,  with  his 
pairs  of  inner  and  outer,  force  and 
energy,  &c.,  is  there  the  while  to 
•save  them,  if  they  wish,  from  whole 
lifetimes  of  more  futility.  It  is 
necessary  to  know  that  any  identity, 
or  whole,  may  he  viewed  as  an  ab- 
solute, which  is  ah.solute,  however, 
only  through  its  relativity,  and 
identical  only  through  its  differ- 
ence. The  extrication  and  opposi- 


tion of  the  relativity,  the  difference, 
from  and  to,  the  absoluteness,  tho 
identity,  is  the  Method,  the  collapse 
or  eclipse  of  the  one  into  tho  other 
to  a new.  God  is,  what  he  is, 
through  himself;  God  is,  nt  the 
same  time,  not  what  he  is,  through 
him.self ; otherwise  he  were  not 
what  ho  is  through  himself.  This 
again  is  the  Notion,  an  Affirmative, 
an  explicit  2nd  that  involves  a Ne- 
gative, an  implicit  1st,  a 1st  and 
2nd  that  are  identical  in  a 3rd : the 
Trinity!  The  whole  secret  nature 
of  the  case  will  yield  itself  to  due 
meditation  hero. 

The  reader  will,  perhaps,  perceive 
that  there  has  been  contemplated 
something  of  an  arrangement  to 
produce  a yraduaied  conviction ; and 
the  following  statement  will,  it 
may  he,  complete  the  metaphysical 
side  : — 

The  Notion,  or  Thought  as 
Thought,  which  as  such  has  always 
an  object  on  which  it  is  engaged,  is, 
according  to  Hegel,  this,  that  it 
(you  or  I if  you  will)  cannot  exjdi- 
cate  without,  accurately  and  exactly 
to  tha  same  e.xtent,  implicating — 
cannot  set  into  potition  without,  nt 
the  same  time,  quite  correspond- 
ently,  setting  into  negation.  Of 
this  Notion,  all  Antitheses  are 
modes;  or  all  possible  antitheses 
are,  in  ultimate  analysis,  identical 
with  each  other  in  their  c.ssential 
Form  and  in  their  essential  Matter. 
Thus,  explicate  Being  as  completely 
as  you  may,  you  ore,  all  the  time, 
jii.st  ns  completely,  implicating  No- 
thing ; and  of  this  absolutely  abs- 
tract antithesis,  all  other  antithe- 
ses are  hut  repetitions  — on  higher 
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•shall  just  a.ssume  a quantitative  atom  in  the  middle  of 
Time  and  Space.  Now,  again,  how  shall  this  atom 
distinguish  itself?  It  must  bo  something — something 
positive — not  nothing  ; it  must  affirmatively  distinguish 
and  assert  itself.  But  it  is  impossible  for  anything  to 
make  itself  distinguishable,  to  assert  itself,  unless  as  in 
contrast  to  another — and  the  atom  is  by  supposition 
alone.  The  qualiUitive  is  quite  as  much  an  indiffierent 
limit,  as  the  quantitative  one  : the  that  is  not  less  a one 
of  two  than  the  there, — each  is  through  its  other.  The 
redound,  the  contrecoup,  is  inevitable.  You  cannot 
make  a vacuum  without  at  the  same  time  filling  the 
identically  same  vacuum  : diflercnce  is  identity,  iden- 
tity difference.  Eliminate  A — its  place  is  filled  ; and 
you  have  the  labour  of  the  Dauaids,  not  to  the  end  of 
the  chaj)ter,  but  to  the  creation  of  the  world.  Setzung 
and  Aufhebung,  Ponency  and  Tollency,  (we  may  coin 
also  ponatecl  and  tollated,  poiiation  and  tollation,)  are 
the  moments  of  the  single  mutuation  that  is.  This 
e.vplication  of  nature,  in  which  you  are  now,  will 

stages,  and  in  graduated  series,  how-  system  also  he  conceives  himself  to 
ever.  All  possible  antitheses  of  complete  as  well,  not  only — its  be- 
thought will  he  found  to  constitute  ginning  and  germ  — the  Kantian 
a System — the  Logical  Idea.  Of  philosophy,  but  philosophy  as  such, 
this  Idea,  Nature  is  hut — and  aecu-  and  this  finally  and  definitively,  by 
rately  so — the  extemalisation.  Spi-  raising  it  to  a scienlijit  basis  and  in- 
rit,  again — or  say  actual  Humanity  forming  it  with  a tcieniific  principle. 
— is  but  a return  of  the  idea  from  In  short,  we  may  say  that  Hegel 
externality  to  intemality.  These  has  shown  the  Metaphysical  world 
three  spheres,  however, — Logical  to  be  not  less  under  the  control  of 
Idea,  Katiure,  Spirit, — are  not  to  be  Action  and  Reaction  than  the  Phy- 
understood  as  each  self-dependent  sical ; and  that,  while  it  is  Action 
and  self-subsistcnt : they  are  to-  that,  as  explicit  and  overt,  is,  in  the 
gether  o>ie — one  in  trinity.  The  first  instance,  believed  the  whole, 
total  result  is  a System,  by  which  Reaction,  though  implicit  and  oc- 
Hegel  conceives  himself  to  answer  cult,  is  no  less  real,  essential,  and 
all  philosophical  questions  which  necessary, 
have  ever  yet  been  put.  Ry  this 
VOL.  11.  R K 
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disappear  into  its  implication,  but  in  the  new  explica- 
tion you  will  abide.  Eemain  in  the  disappearing  ex- 
plication, and  you  remaiu  in  the  eternal  sorrow.  Tlie 
expUcation  as  the  explication  is  the  abstract  side,  and 
this  you  have  chosen, — forgetting  that  you  are  the 
concrete,  and  will  still  be  the  otlier  that  emerges. 

A primitive  atom  is  an  imtenable  position,  then,  for 
it  were  absolutely  indistuiguishable  without  another. 
Such  atom,  in  fact,  were  no  more  than  abstract  Quality, 
that  and  no  more.  But,  abstracting  from  the  fact  that, 
with  a primitive  atom,  we  are  but  in  presence  of  abstract 
Quantity  and  abstract  Quality,  let  us  hold  a first  and 
one  space-filling  atom  to  be  still  conceivable:  Space  is 
around  it.  Time  is  over  it ; it  is  there,  one  and  single, 
the  absolutely  First.  Wliy  it  was  the  first,  and  not 
another,  we  shall  not  ask.  It  is  there,  and  in  such 
manner  there : but  how  will  anything  else  ever  come 
there?  It  is  absolutely  single,  how  can  it  possibly 
change  ? — how  can  it  possibly  grow  ? — how  can  it  pos- 
sibly move? — and  where  are  your  necessary  condi- 
tions ? — Pshaw  ! kick  thought  into  limbo  : it  is  easy  to 
see  that  condensation  takes  place,  motion  results,  heat, 
light,  and  electricity  are  generated,  and  so  we  have 
the  whole  ! — Certainly  the  kick  has  made  Cosmogony 
easy  ! 

The  theorists,  in  fact,  feign  all  back  into  a single 
identity,  but  quite  forget  to  ask  themselves.  How,  then, 
can  we  extricate  difference  from  identity?  This  is 
really  the  problem  in  ultimate  generalisation,  and  these 
theorists  know  not — who  does? — that  this  was  the 
problem  Kant  set  up  when  he  asked,  ‘How  arc  a 
synthetic  judgments  possible?’  Tliis,  however, 
is  the  first  step  towards  a true  way  of  stating  tlie 
problem,  and  into  this  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  Hegel 
saw. 
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Wliat  it  all  comes  to,  then,  is  simply  things  as  they 
are  ; a primitive  atom  is  nought,  we  have  only  material 
structure  under  material  conditions.  Indeed,  the  theo- 
rists in  question  may  declare.  We  never  intended  it 
otherwise,  of  primitive  atoms  we  never  spoke.  It  may 
be  said  in  reply,  that  to  go  back  to  a primitive  atom 
was,  in  fact,  to  put  their  own  problem  into  its  true 
place.  A primordial  form  seems  really  to  demand  a 
primitive  atom;  and  to  bridge  the  gulf  from  this  first 
atom  to  an  oyster,  were  not  more  difficult  than  to 
bridge  the  gulf  from  an  oyster  to  a man ; agencies 
adequate  to  the  latter  may  be  readily  assumed  adequate 
to  the  former  also.  But,  indeed,  the  search  for  a 
primordial  form,  to  which  they  say  they  are  driven  by 
the  universal  analogy,  is,  in  ultimate  analysis,  nothing 
but  the  search — for  identity  without  difference ; quite 
the  same  problem  as  that  of  the  primitive  atom.  The 
one  great  error  of  these  theorists,  in  truth,  is  their  one- 
sided resolution  to  look  only  for  identity : I am  like 
the  monkey;  so  I am  to  abstract  from  the  differences, 
and  speculate  on  how  and  when  I derived  thence  I 
But,  similarly,  I am  like  the  rat ; slit  each  of  us  from 
chin  to  pubis,  and  how  analogous  arc  the  organs  I I 
am,  in  fact,  an  animal,  and  as  such  analogous  to  all 
animals — nay,  I stand  as  summary  of  the  entire  round 
of  the  principles  of  nature ; but  what  then  ? Am  I 
not  also  more? — have  I not  an  inner  as  well? — and 
on  which  side  is  the  testimony,  if  that  whole  outer  be 
but  one  analogy  of  this  inner,  and  on  principles  of  this 
inner  ? It  is  a mistake,  then,  to  abstract  from  difference 
and  signalise  identity  alone,  just  as  it  is  a mistake  to 
signalise  difference  and  abstract  from  identity.*  This 

• Entightenmmt,  on  the  gcnernl  -well  to  have  remembored  these 
question  of  Man,  would  have  done  words  of  one  of  its  own  foremost 
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mistake  colicres  with  the  general  mistake  tliat  these 
theorists  propose  to  approach  the  problem  and  mani- 
pulate the  problem  with  all  their  categories  ready- 
formed  : it  has  never  occurred  to  them  to  say,  we 
determine  all  by  difference  and  identity,  by  conditions, 
by  cause  and  effect,  &c. : it  will,  therefore,  be  necessary 
to  examine  first  of  all  what  these  things  mean,  and 
whether  what  they  involve  be  in  itself  true  or  not. 
Now,  this  it  was  that  occurred  to  Hegel ; and  so  it  was 
that  he  was  enabled  to  discern  an  entire  internal 
system,  of  which  nature  was  but  the  externalisation, 
and  thus  complete  on  both  sides  the  single  analogy, 
the  concrete  reciprocity. 

Had  the  theorists  in  question  but  perceived  the 
necessity  of  verifying  those  internal  standards  by  which 
they  proposed  to  appreciate  and  appraise  all,  they 
would  have  consulted  Metaphysic,  and  would  have 
been  surprised  to  find  that  the  whole  industry  they 
contemplated  had  received  its  rationale,  and,  in  its 
extreme  form,  its  coiip-de-gnlce,  more  than  fourscore 
years  ago  at  tlie  hands  of  Kant.  Or — as  we  may  say 
it  otherwise — they  would  have  been  surprised  to  find 
that  what  they  contemplated  was  at  once  absolutely 
certain  and  utterly  impossible. 

In  what  he  calls  the  Anhang,  or  Appendix,  to  the 
Tramceiidental  Dialectic,  Kant  proves  the  existence  of 
three  laws  in  human  nature  imposed  by  it  on  the 
objects  of  sense,  and  received  by  it  fi'om  and  witli 
tliese  objects,  as  if  they  (these  laws)  were  part 

priests,  Bayle : — ‘ L’homme  est  le  sais  si  la  nature  peut  presenter  un 
morceau  Ic  plus  difficile  A digdrer  object  plus  dtrange  et  plus  difficile  A 
qui  se  prdsente  A tous  les  systAmes.  pdndtrer  A la  raison  toute  scule,  que 
II  est  I’dcueil  du  vrai  et  du  faux ; il  co  que  nous  appelons  un  animal 
embarrasso  lea  naturalistcs,  il  em-  raisonnable.’ 
barrasse  los  ortbudoxes.  . . . . Jc  nu 
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mid  parcel  of  tliesc  objects  themselves,  and  not  a re- 
flexion, a colour  fallen  on  them  from  the  very  faculties 
to  which  they  (these  objects)  presented  themselves. 
This  peculiarity  is  summed  up  in  the  single  word 
transcendental : that  is  transcendental  which  is  really  a 
contribution  to  objects  from  us,  but  whicli,  at  the  same 
time,  ajipears  to  us  actually  in  the  objects  themselves. 
Further,  the  three  laws  in  question  enter  not  into 
objects  as  Constitutive  of  them,  but  only  influence  them, 
so  to  speak,  from  witliout,  as  Regulative  of  them  into 
unity  and  system.  Now,  it  is  such  laws  that  become 
transcendent  wlien  wrongly  apphed — when,  on  the 
supposition  that  they  belong  to  the  objects  themselves, 
conclusions  arc  attempted  to  be  made  in  regard  to 
these  objects  which  transcend  the  limits  of  all  possible 
experience.  Here,  then,  we  have  a perfect  indication 
of  the  entire  nature  of  the  Darwinian  industry : a law, 
not  in  objects,  but  falling  from  us  on  them,  has  been 
erroneously  supposed  by  the  reasoners  alluded  to  to  be 
still,  nevertheless,  in  them,  and  to  be  capable  of  sup- 
plying results  quite  impossible  to  any  experience.  In 
other  words,  these  gentlemen  have  supposed  objective 
what  was  only  transcendental,  attempting,  moreover, 
to  force  the  same  into  such  use  that  it  became  trans- 
cendent. 

The  three  laws  in  question  Kant  speaks  of  thus : — 
‘Eeason,  therefore,  prepares  for  Understanding  its 
field,  1.  by  a principle  of  the  Homogeneity  of  the 
Variety  of  individuals  under  higlier  genera  ; 2.  through 
a principle  of  the  Variety  of  the  Homogeneity  of  indi- 
viduals under  lower  species ; and,  in  order  to’  complete 
the  systematic  unity,  it  adds,  3.  a law  of  tlie  AflBnity 
of  all  notions,  which  law  dictates  a continuous  transi- 
tion from  every  single  species  to  every  other  through 
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gradual  increase  of  Diversity : we  may  name  them  the 
Principles  of  the  Homogeneity,  of  the  Specification, 
and  of  the  Continuity  of  Forms.’  The  first  law  Kant 
further  expresses  by  the  proposition,  ^ Entia  prceter 
necemtatem  non  esse  multipUcanda ; ’ the  second  by, 
‘ Entium  varietates  non  temere  esse  minuendas  ; ’ and 
the  third  by,  ^ Non  datur  vacuinn  formarum,'  or, 
‘ Datur  continuum  formanim,’  or,  ‘ Est  lex  continui  in 
natura.’  Each  of  these  laws  aims  only  at  a ‘ Focus 
Ima<jinarius^  for  the  use  of  our  understanding,  which, 
therefore,  as  a focus  imiiginarius,  can  only  be  asymp- 
totically approached,  nor  ever  reached,  for  it  is  un- 
derived from  experience,  and  is  indeed  wholly  beyond 
the  hmits  of  any  possible  experience.  Into  the  proofs 
of  Kant  we  have  no  room  to  enter,  but  it  will  probably 
be  found,  in  the  end,  that  they  are  irrefutable.  Variety, 
Affinity,  and  Unity  are  thi’ee  neces.sities  of  Keason,  and 
they  fall  on  Nature  from  Eeason,  but  are  not  in  Nature 
as  such  : they  are  only  the  source  of  three  maxims  of 
Eeason,  which  Eeason  only  seeks  to  realise. 

When,  then,  the  supporters  of  the  modern  argument 
in  question  would  refer  all  to  a common  genus,  and 
would  account  for  all  variety  by  ‘transmutation  of 
species’  (accomplished  by  whatever  expedients  they 
may  hke),  they  are  only  repeating  the  schoolboy’s  chase 
after  the  rainbow  ; they  are  pursuing  only  what  is  in 
themselves,  and  will  move  as  they  move.  There  is  no 
single  genus  in  Nature,  nor  any  infinitude  of  mutually- 
affined  species  : these  are 'but  spectra  of  the  reasoner’s 
own  projection,  illusions  merely  when  their  real  quality 
is  undetected.  They  have  their  indispensable  use,  they 
connect  and  give  meaning  to  experience,  but  they  are 
only  snares  and  pitfalls  when  applied  beyond  the  po.s- 
sibility  of  experience.  One  grand  .S5^stem,  unity  of 
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type,  all  this  must  be  postulated  from  the  veiy  consti- 
tution of  human  reason ; but  from  the  very  constitution 
of  experience  as  well,  it  can  never  be  realised  in  ex- 
perience. It  is  ours  to  assume  that  there  is  such  arti- 
culate chain  in  fact : we  but  stultify  ourselves,  however, 
would  we  attempt  to  see  this  chain  in  growth.  This, 
nevertheless,  is  just  what  Darwinists  would  see ; and 
just  so  it  is  that  Darwinianism  is  at  once  absolutely 
certain  and  utterly  impossible.  We  would  catch  Nature 
in  the  fact,  would  we — actually  come  upon  her  with  an 
individual  half  in  and  half  out  1 We  would  see  identity 
end,  and  difference  be"in ; but  so  still  that  the  one 
were  the  other ! 

But  we  may  support  Kant  by  Hegel,  who  (Encyclo. 
§ 249,  and  Eemark)  pronounces  as  follows  : 

Nature  is  to  be  regarded  as  a System  of  Grades,  of  which 
the  one  necessarily  rises  out  of  the  other,  and  is  the  proximate 
truth  of  the  one  from  which  it  results — but  not  so  that  the  one 
were  'naturally  generated  out  of  the  other,  but  only  in  tlie 
inner  Idea  which  constitutes  the  Ground  of  Nature.  Meta- 
moi'phosis  accrues  only  to  the  Notion  as  such,  as  only  its 
alteration  is  development.  The  Notion,  however,  is  in  Na- 
ture partly  only  inner,  partly  existent  only  as  living  indivi- 
dual : to  this  individual  alone,  then,  is  existent  metamorphosis 
confined. 

It  has  been  an  inept  conception  of  earlier  and  later 
‘ Naturpbilosophie  ’ to  regard  the  progression  and  transition 
of  one  natural  form  and  sphere  into  a higher  as  an  outwardly 
actual  production  which,  however,  to  be  made  clearer,  is 
relegated  into  the  obscurity  of  the  past.  To  Nature  exter- 
nality is  precisely  proper — to  let  the  diflferences  fall  asunder 
and  present  themselves  as  neutral  Existences : the  dialectic 
Notion  which  guides  forward  the  stages,  is  the  inner  of  the 
same.  Thinking  consideration  must  deny  itself  such  nebul- 
ous, at  bottom  sensuous,  conceptions,  as  is  in  especial  the 
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so-called  origin,  for  example,  of  plants  and  animals  from 
water,  and  then  the  origin  of  the  more  highly  developed 
animal  organisations  from  the  lower,  &c. 

Tills,  written  many  years  before  tlie  appearance  of 
JEr.  Darwin’s  book,  reads  bke  a critique  on  nothing 
else.  This,  in  fact,  is  the  truth  of  the  case  and  ends 
the  business.  Nature  is  the  externality  of  the  Notion, 
and,  as  such,  a prey  to  boundless  contingency ; the 
metamorphosis,  the  development,  the  articulation,  is 
due  to  the  Notion  alone.  Name  it  in  the  language  of 
Kant,  or  name  it  in  the  language  of  Hegel,  it  is  the 
same  thing  that  is  indicated.  Kant  himself  says,  ‘ the 
princijile  of  genera  postulates  identity,’  that  of  species 
‘ diversity.’  In  ultimate  abstraction,  indeed,  the  whole 
problem  just  concenis  the  metaphysic  of  identity  and 
difference ; neither  of  which  is  without  the  other* 

The  error,  then,  of  the  reasoners  in  question  is 
patent.  We  may  say,  in  general,  too,  that  they  have 
been  precipitate  and  rash,  that  they  have  attempted  to 
execute  the  realisation  of  their  problem  without  having 
first  thought  this  problem  out.  Not  only  is  it  utterly 
impossible  for  any  material  principle  to  be  an  adequate 
Beginning,  an  adequate  First  and  One,  but  the  whole 
problem  they  set  themselves  concerns  at  bottom  abs- 
tract Quality,  abstract  Quantity,  abstract  Identity, 
abstract  Difference,  abstract  Condition,  and,  in  general, 
the  whole  body  of  Metaphysic  vdth  which — though 
they  knew  it  not  themselves — unexaniined,  simply  pre- 
supposed, they  set  to  manipulate  their  atom  or  their 
species,  as  if  so  any  legitimate  result  could  be  pos.sible. 

* It  is  interesting  to  find  Knnt  with  Perceptions,  proceeds  to  No- 
coming  so  often  directly  on  t/ic  No-  tions,  (ind  emds  with  Ideas  ’ — the 
lion.  At  the  end  of  this  Appendix,  triplicity  i>f  the  Notion  almost  in  its 
ho  w'ill  he  found  saying,  ‘ Thus,  very  logical  name, 
then,  all  human  knowledge  begins 
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Consider  their  zoological  infinite  alone ! What  is  it 
but  a blind  presupposition  that  Difference,  through  its 
own  infinitude,  identijies  itself  at  last?  So  it  is  that 
the  infinitude  of  Discretion  eliminates  itself  and  restores 
Continuity ; and  thus,  too,  it  is  that  we  airive  at 
length  at  truth — the  Kantian,  the  Hegelian,  the  Con- 
crete Notion.  Cuvier  shall  pursue  Difference,  and  St. 
Hilaire  Identity  ; but  we  shall  take  part  exclusively 
with  neither.  There  is  a genus  which  holds  under  it 
all  species,  and  all  individuals  ; there  is  a horizon  which 
holds  under  it  infinite  horizons,  as  they  others : but 
this  genus,  this  horizon  is  not  a material  atom ; it  is  the 
Notion,  it  is  Self-Consciousness,  it  is  God. 

In  passing,  let  us  just  point  out  again  the  one-sided- 
uess  of  the  Infinite  of  Natural  Philosophy  at  present, 
the  progress  of  which  is  to  bring  all  material  atoms  into 
a cold  mass,  or  a hot  mas.s,  in  the  centre ! Were  there 
nothing  in  existence  but  the  materiid  forces  of  this 
Natural  Philosophy,  the  pa-‘<t  Infinite  ought  long  ago  to 
have  achieved  the  result  contemplated.  That  it  has 
not  done  so  depends  on  the  duplicity  of  the  Notion,  to 
which  Attraction  were  impossible,  did  it  not  possess,  at 
the  same  time,  ju.st  as  much  llepulsion.  Did  said 
Natural  Philosoph)' consider  this,  it  would  wisely  with- 
draw in  time  from  a Metaphysic  in  reference  to  Energy, 
which  is,  at  bottom,  as  crude  as  the  ludicrous  inco- 
herences of  the  Medical  Philosophers,  or  Philosophic 
Medicists,  who,  at  present,  wall-blind  themselves,  afihet 
with  their  own  malady  every  mortal — who  attempts  to 
lead  them ! • 

We  ■were  badly  enough  off,  then,  with  the  mere 


• In  coherence  with  the  Infinites  however,  might  to  be  seen  to  be  no 
iilreHiiy  mentioned,  there  U a Oeo-  Geological  InfiniU',  but  a Oeologi- 
logieal  Inlinito  in  general  which,  cal  Skeleton. 
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brute  law  of  Mr.  Buckle,  but  we  are  worse  off  still  -with 
the  contingent  lawlessness  of  varying  conditions ; for 
so,  there  were  nothing  left  us  but  the  atoms  of  Demo- 
critus, in  the  void  of  Democritus,  under  the  of 
Democritus.  But  even  suppose  it  so — even  suppose  all 
the  views  of  materialism  accepted,  one  after  the  other, 
up  to  complete  Darwinianism  (necessarily,  of  coui’se, 
Identity  as  Identity,  but  in  material  form — that  is,  as  a 
Primitive  Atom) — why,  we  have  but  to  turn  the  back, 
and  the  world  is  as  it  was,  the  problem  as  it  was.  We 
shall  admit  all,  we  shall  see  the  primitive  atom,  we 
shall  see  its  gradual  evolution  into  the  formed  universe. 
So  admitting,  so  seeing,  we  shall  lose  ourselves  in  the 
despair  of  materialism  ; we  shall  lament  to  ourselves 
that  material  agency  is  all,  that  there  is  no  hope.  But 
just  let  us  turn  our  backs  on  the  atom  a moment,  just 
let  us  turn  round  to  the  formed  universe,  came  it 
from  whence  it  may, — Ah ! it  is  all  still  there  the 
Apparition,  in  its  wonder,  in  its  beauty,  with  its  innu- 
merable^ideas ! The  majestic  shape  has  been  there  all 
the  while,  in  unmoved  serenity,  as  if  smiling  on  the 
k!tchy  infant,  Man  ! How  came  she  there,  that  majestic 
shape,  jewelled  in  idca.s — -jewelled  in  ideas,  were  they 
but  shells  of  the  shore,  or  simple  heath-bells  of  the 
most  savage  moor? — That  is  it,  all  has  been  duly  de- 
veloped from  an  atom,  but  whence  are  the  ideas — the 
ideas  of  the  vast  resultant  organisation  ? 

Meantime — how  easy  soever,  how  varied  soever  the 
refutation  — men  have  given  themselves  up  a prey 
to  this  materialism  : they  go  down  everywhere  despe- 
rate at  present  in  a wide  welter  of  atheistic  atomism. 
The  end  of  the  Aufklarung  is  material  self-will.  But 
is  it  well  so  ? Is  it  really  good  to  end  as  Schopen- 
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luiuer?  Are  we  prepared  to  bear  such  misery?  Is 
tliere  no  consciousness  but  ‘ the  unhappy  conscious- 
ness’— das  Ungliickliche  Bewusstseyn?  Must  we  be- 
lieve ourselves  but  isolated  atoms — unconnected  with 
each  other,  unconnected  with  the  universe — disjuncts 
— foam-bells,  haply  murmuring  ourselves  out,  on  some 
plashy  pebble  of  a forlorn  shore  ? 

No ; the  triumph  of  superior  enlightenment  will  not 
support  the  materialist  himself  long.  It  is  in  vain  that 
the  soul  is  burned  out  of  us,  that  God  is  burned  out  of 
us  ; even  when  reduced  to  a material  calx,  these,  which 
might  have  been  within  us  to  our  comfort  and  support, 
return  to  haunt  us  from  without,  as  ghosts  of  ven- 
geance. God  is  what  is,  and  he  wiU  pain  his  creatures 
till  they  confess  him. 

We  live  in  tlie  diastole  of  the  universe,  and  our 
souls  long  for  the  season  of  systole.  All  is  in  the 
disjunct — cold,  lonely,  unsupported  ; fain  would  we 
have  company  once  again,  warmth,  support,  in  the 
conjunct.  Let  us  not  be  too  miserable,  neither ; judg- 
ment is  now  tlie  moment  at  work,  we  must  accept  the 
clement  — we  may  enjoy  the  variety,  Tliere  is  a 
comique  to  amuse  at  present,  even  in  the  shallow,  even 
in  the  triumphant  worthless.  We  must  not  give  all  to 
tears  ; there  is  matter  still  for  laugliter.  Grisildis  is, 
but  not  far  off  as  well  tlie  wanton  she  of  Bath.  If 
there  be  the  ‘Cotter’s  Saturday  Night,’  tliere  are  likewise 
the  ‘ Jolly  Beggars  ; ’ if  we  have  Milton’s  ‘ Cathedral 
Music,’  we  have  also  an  ode  of  Catullus — (to  Furius  if 
you  iviU).  So  let  us  make  the  best  of  what  is  given 
us — Only,  let  us  know  rightly  what  that  is,  and  of 
what  whole  it  is  but  a part.  We  are  shaken  asunder 
from  each  other  certainly,  and  the  traditional  substance 
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in  which  we  lived — a common  cement* — ha.s  fallen 
out ; but  it  is  ours  to  see  this,  and  it  is  ours  to  repair 
this.  Systole  must  succeed  diastole : it  is  now  the 
time  to  fill  the  bucket. 

It  is  but  another  side  of  the  same  fact,  that  all 
weight,  for  some  time  back,  has  been  put  upon  the 
conscience  : not  in  our  works,  it  has  been  said,  is 
merit,  but  in  the  spirit  which  produced  them.  An 
eloquent  utterance  to  this  effect  will  be  found  in  Car- 
lyle’s Hero-worship  (Ilero-worship  itself,  by-the-by,  is 
but  a part  of  the  same  whole).  This,  however,  is  not 
all  true  ; this,  indeed,  is  now  largely  false.  This  is 
but  the  empty  bucket,  and  the  bucket  has  value  only 
in  its  filUng.  I,  you,  he, — we  are  not  to  be  left,  each 
to  his  own  opinion  of  conscience,  of  spirit ; there  must 
be  a guarantee  that  the  conscience,  the  spirit,  is  the 
right  one.  No  one  can  be  trusted  in  that  respect  to 
his  own  self-will.  Wliat  is  concenicd  is  a rational 
object,  which  can  be  realised  by  the  universal  will 
alone.  The  conscience  of  the  individual  is  amenable 
to  the  prescriptrons  of  the  rational  object,  nor  po.s.sesses 
iiuthority  but  in  as.sent  and  consent  to  the  univci'sal. 
It  is  not  in  the  power  of  a single  female  individual 
even  to  refuse  a crinoline  at  present  without  a creak  in 
the  machinery  of  society — a creak  that  falls  -with  most 
pain  on  the  ear  of  the  recusant.  This  is  an  extreme 
Ci\se,  and  a temporary,  unjustifiable  too,  cerUiinly,  to 
universal  reason  : but,  iu  absolute  fact.  Use  and  Wont 
is  the  true  Morality.  That  is  the  meaning  of  the 


* This  may  bring  pictures  of  Economy  is  but  a auboriiinate  part 
mites  in  a cheese : no  matter!  tra-  of  it)  has  discharged  for  tho  time, 
dition  is  to  liumanity  just  such  an  leaving  us  all  isolated  units,  unsup- 
clemcnt  j and  it  is  this  clement  ported  and  unhappy, 
which  thcAufklarung  (and  Political 
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ircgclian  distinction  between  Sittlichkeit  and  ^^orali^(it. 
Moralitdt  is  the  conscience  of  the  AufklLirung : it 
demands  tlie  right  of  private  judgment — place  for  its 
own  subjective  feeling.  Sittlichkeit  is  the  deposit  of 
objective  reason  realised  by  time  in  the  practical  -ways 
of  a people.  Moralitiit — despite  the  tolerance,  the 
enlightened  liberality  it  asserts  for  itself  at  present — is 
a sour  and  tliin  fanatic  that  burns  its  enemy  alive. 
Sittlichkeit  is  a jolly  Burgher  that  lives  in  Substarice, 
with  his  family,  with  his  neighbours,  with  his  adminis- 
trators, with  his  God.  It  ought  to  be  ours  then,  as  it 
w'ere,  to  fatten  our  Moralitiit  with  a filhng  of  Sittlich- 
keit— to  pasture,  as  it  were,  the  one  on  the  other. 
But — in  direct  antagonism  to  this — your  thorough 
Tlluminatus  of  the  day  shall  laugh  at  the  mass  for 
■wearing  absurd  romid  hats  and  absurd-tailed  coats : he, 
for  his  part,  shall  be  above  the  folly  of  the  herd ; his 
wedding  shall  be  surreptitious,  and  he  shall  skulk 
about  it  with  the  air  of  a thief  in  the  sulks  ; he  shall 
not  christen  his  children,  neither,  nor  attend  church ; 
he  shall  not  ceremoniously  exchange  cards,  and  never 
for  tlie  life  of  him  drop  one  with  a P.P.C.  on  it.  He 
shall  write  no  letters  of  sympathy,  none  of  congratu- 
lation, not  any  of  condolence.  He  shall  never  send 
any  kind  messages  to  inquire,  and  never  be  seen  at  a 
funeral.  He  shall  exist  in  Pure  Reason  ! — But  -vv'hat  is 
this  Pure  Eeason  ? It  is  only  his  own  reason ; it  is 
uncorrected  by  the  reason  of  others ; it  tyrannises  over 
himself,  it  tyrannises  over  everyone  unfortunately  sub- 
mitted to  him.  Eeason  here,  in  fact,  is  simply  tanta- 
mount to  abstract  self-wiU;  and  the  rule  of  self-will 
is  the  only  tyranny,  the  rule  of  self-'wiU  is  despotism 
proper. 

This  self-will  feels  itself,  indeed,  abstract — divorced 
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from  Substance.  But  tlie  Avhole  bent  of  all  theoretic 
teaching  for  a long  time  back — in  Political  Economy 
and  the  Aufkliirung  generally  (compare  SheUey  on 
that  ‘ Anarch,’  ‘ Custom’) — has  been  to  foster  nothing 
but  tliis  self-will ; and  so  it  is  that  we  are  all,  more  or 
less,  infected — Society,  more  or  less,  disintegrated  by 
it.  To  seek  a cure,  then,  is  not  now  an  affair  of  a 
few  individual  Illuminati,  but  that  of  the  community 
at  large,  and  it  is  to  be  accomplished  by  a return  ,to 
Substance. 

But  what  is  Substance  ? Substance  is  the  tradi- 
tional observances  prescribed  by  objective  Eeason,  in 
the  elements  of  State,  Town,  Cluirch,  Family,  &c. 
And  would  you  have  this  Substance  in  tlie  authority 
and  articulation  of  the  Notion,  it  is  there  for  every- 
one in  the  pages  of  Hegel.  On  such  a wrong  course 
are  we  all  nowadays,  that — to  [take  a homely  example 
— people  stiU  entertain  indeed,  but  there  is  no  longer 
any  hospitality.  Eather  entertainments  at  present  are 
periodical  mortifications  : I mortify  you  by  a display 
of  my  splendour  in  April  and  June  ; you  mortify  me 
by  exliibiting  yours  in  May  and  July.  And  in  the 
midst  whether  of  mortification  or  triumph,  we  each 
sigh  for  the  days  when  things  were  otherwise : we 
eat  the  diner  a la  Rmse,  but  what  is  present  to 
thought — what  is  actually  fnigrant  in  the  nostril — is 
some  plainer  meal  years  since.  We  are  disposed  to 
prophesy,  then,  that  the  first  symptom  of  a retum  to 
SubsUmce  will  be  a retm-n  to  meals  actually  intended 
for  enjoyment — and  next,  perhaps,  the  recall  of  the 
children  from  the  Boarding-school  I 

In  short,  what  we  all  long  for,  is  the  Christian 
simplicity,  the  Christian  happiness  of  our  forefathers. 
We  have  seen  already  in  picture  the  sulyect  of  this 
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simplicity,  the  subject  of  this  happiness  ; but  it  will  do 
us  good  to  see  him  once  again,  ‘ the  simple  pious  soul, 
on  the  green  earth,  in  the  bright  fresh  air, — patiently 
industrious,  patiently  loving, — piously  penitent,  piously 
hopeful, — sure  of  a new  world  and  a new  life,  a better 
Avorld  and  a better  life,  united  to  his  loved  ones,  there 
for  ever  in  the  realms  of  God,  through  the  merits  of 
his  Lord  and  Saviour,  Jesus  Christ.’  This  is  happiness 
— the  thinnest  Aufgeklarter,  if  he  deny  it  with  his  lips, 
will  confess  it  by  his  sighs!  This  is  happiness,  and 
this  is  what  must  be  restored  to  us,  else  History  indeed 
draws  nigh  its  term:  a universe  recognised  to  be  mate- 
rial only  were  but  Humanity’s  grave.  But  this  happi- 
ness will  be  restored  to  us,  and  in  this  restoration  the 
very  most  powerful  instrument  will,  perhaps,  be  the 
identical  Hegel  as  in  contrast  to  whom — so  contra- 
dictorily opposed  the  error  was — the  picture  of  this 
happiness  first  suggested  itself.  Hegel,  indeed,  has 
no  object  but — reconciling  and  neutralising  atomism, — 
once  again  to  restore  to  us — and  in  the  new  light  of  the 
new  thought — Immortality  and  Free-will,  Christianity 
and  God. 

With  the  quotation  from  Bacon  with  which  Kant 
begins  his  Kritik,  it  seems  fit  that  we  should  now, 
after  Hegel,  and  the  glimpse  obtained  into  him,  end. 
It  runs  thus  : — 

De  nobis  ipsis  silemus : de  re  autem,  quoe  agitur,  petimus : 
ut  homines  earn  non  opinionem,  sed  opus  esse  cogitent ; ac 
pro  certo  habeant,  non  Sect®  nos  alicujus,  aut  Placiti,  sed 
utilitatis  et  amplitudinis  human®  fundamenta  moliri.  Deinde 
ut  suis  commodis  ®qui ...  in  commune  consulant . , . et  ipsi  in 
partem  veniant.  Pr®terea  ut  bene  sperent,  neque  Instaiira- 
tionem  nostram  ut  quiddam  infinitum  et  ultra  mortale  fingant, 
et  animo  concipiant ; quum  re  vera  sit  infiniti  erroris  finis  et 
terminus  legitimus. 
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Noiv,  probably,  it  will  appear  not  presumptuous  that 
Kant  should  have  sought  to  prefigure  his  work  so. 
Now,  too,  it  may  be,  we  arc  able  to  see  not  too  dimly 
that  the  Kantian  PhOosophy  concerns  an  opm,  and 
not  an  opinio;  the  foundations  of  human  advantage 
and  advancement,  and  not  the  interests  of  any  dogma 
or  sect;  and  that  it  may,  indeed,  be  the  end  and 
legitimate  term  of  infinite  error.  And  now,  perhaps, 
we  shall  be  willing  to  consult  together,  and,  for  our 
own  profit,  participate  in  the  work — not  without  hope ; 
— at  the  same  time  that  we  shall  assuredly  not  bind 
ourselves  to  the  mere  human  letter  whether  of  Kant 
or  Hegel,  as  either  infinite  or  more  than  mortal. 
Finally,  if  we  may  be  allowed  de  nobis  ipsis  non 
silere,  it  will  be  only  to  say  that  we  hope  the  imper- 
fectioiLs  of  these  volumes  may  prove  but  as  the  irre- 
gularity of  a ladder — but  as  the  intemiptedness  of 
a series  of  stepping-stones  which  yet  reach  at  least  to 
the  terra  firma  of  a general  desire — Hegel. 


THE  END. 


LON'fiOir 
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